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Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP),
Inadequacy of Cumulative Impacts Analysis Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR) Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Mr. Slovick:

This law firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California non-profit corporation. We
submit the following comments on the LHR DEIR analysis of Cumulative Impacts located
within various subchapters of Chapter 2.0 of the DEIR. The DEIR’s Cumulative Impacts
Analysis fails to provide a summary or a reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of
relevant projects, fails to identify which projects are included in its conclusions, and fails to
include relevant projects in its analysis. The DEIR’s conclusions concerning cumulative impacts
and proposed mitigation or avoidance are therefore unsupported and inadequate as more fully
detailed below.

The DEIR’s Cumulative Impacts Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA
Requirements

The cumulative impact analysis is divided among the various impact subchapters making
it difficult for the public and ultimately the decisionmaker to comprehensively grasp the full
cumulative impact of the LHR Project and other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
projects. The DEIR should provide a “summary of the expected environmental effects to be
produced by those projects with specific reference to additional information stating where that
information is available, and...A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant
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projects. An EIR shall examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the
project's contribution to any significant cumulative effects.” CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(4-5).
The DEIR fulfills none of these CEQA informational roles and should be revised and
recirculated for public review.

The DEIR identifies 168 Cumulative Projects (see Table 1-6). The vast majority of these
projects are located within the I-15 corridor (see Figure 1-25) which will clearly result in
identifiable related visual, air quality, traffic, agricultural resource, biology and cultural impacts.
CEQA Guideline 15130(a)(1) provides: “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects causing related impacts.” However, the cumulative impacts sections dealing with these
specific impacts are devoid of any analysis or, in some cases, do not even mention the specific
projects having related and therefore cumulative impacts. This is particularly troubling given the
related impacts of several large projects such as the Campus Park, Campus Park West, New
Palomar College Campus, Warner Ranch, and North County Metro-NC 42 (Merriam Mountain).

The DEIR identifies the projects in Table 1-6 but makes no effort to reasonably analyze
the impacts of the identified projects in the cumulative impacts discussion. This analytical
omission renders the DEIR insufficient as an informational document. The DEIR fails to even
mention in the subchapter cumulative impacts discussions the following impact intensive
projects which collectively will result in the addition of over 4000 residences and 1,009,000
square feet of commercial, office professional, retail and light industrial uses in the surrounding
area as well as an aggregate quarry and a 1,770 acre regional landfill: Campus Park, Campus
Park West, Pala Mesa Highlands, Rosemary Mountain/Palomar Aggregates Quarry, Palomar
College North Education Center, Warner Ranch, Palisades Estates, Gregory Landfill, Bonsall —
BO 18,20,22,29,32,33, North County Metro — NC42 (Merriam Mountain), Valley Center —VC
57, 63, 64, Castle Creek Condominiums, Hidden Meadows — Oak Woodlands Rezone, Mountain
Gate Rezone, Golf Green Estates/S/Site Plan.

Clearly, many of these projects have reached the level of permit processing or
environmental review such that information concerning their specific impacts is readily available
and should properly be part of the cumulative impacts analysis. If it is “reasonable and practical
to include the projects” in the cumulative impacts analysis, they should be included. Kings
County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 723.

Instead, the DEIR relies on conclusions of significance or insignificance of impacts
devoid of any reasoned analysis. This is not permissible under CEQA. Whitman v. Board of
Supervisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397 (Discussion lacking even a “minimal degree of specificity
or detail” is inadequate and the discussion must be more than a conclusion “devoid of any
reasoned analysis.” 88 Cal.App.3d at 411. Similarly, in San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue
Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, EIR’s analysis of significant
cumulative impacts was legally inadequate because it simply asserted that nonspecific
cumulative development would have community character, agricultural and visual impacts.
These analytical deficiencies must be corrected.
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In addition, the DEIR fails to include pending projects in the nearby incorporated cities of
San Marcos and Escondido and fails to mention at least one pending County project: Valiano. In
addition, Table 1-6 does not appear to include the Meadowood development project mentioned
in the Transportation/Traffic Subchapter. These other pending and reasonably foreseeable future
projects must be identified and analyzed in the cumulative impacts discussion in the DEIR.

Comments re: Visual Resources Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The DEIR improperly limits its vague and nonspecific cuamulative visual impacts analysis
to the Project’s immediate view shed and local projects illustrated on Figure 1-24. It omits any
identification of cumulative visual impacts from planned projects outside this limited area and, in
particular, along the I-15 corridor. I-15 is an eligible California Scenic Highway and part of the
County Scenic Highway system (DEIR p. 2.1-2). The DEIR acknowledges that the project site,
located approximately 1/3 of a mile or 1450 feet from I-15, will be visible to drivers along this
scenic road (DEIR p. 2.1-2). This is an area of rural, mountain and hillside views. The
cumulative visual impacts of the combined projects impacting the I-15 corridor view shed should
be identified and analyzed particularly since the project’s incremental effect may be
cumulatively considerable when these other projects are properly included in the cumulative
impacts analysis.

The DEIR’s limited discussion of 12 projects in the immediate area requires greater
specificity in order to serve its informational purposes under CEQA. Please identify by project
reference number or PSR number each of the specific projects described at p. 2.1-23. The
DEIR’s conclusion that the two major subdivisions on 62 acres of currently undeveloped land
would visually blend into the existing viewshed is a bare conclusion, lacking any support or
analysis.

Likewise, the conclusion that like “the proposed project, the Property Specific Requests
illustrate an intention of the surrounding property owners to pursue residential opportunities”, is
irrelevant to a visual impacts analysis and does not provide the reader with any understanding of
the significant cumulative visual impacts resulting from the LHR Project and these other
projects.

The foundational inadequacies in the visual resources cumulative impacts analysis
undermine the so called mitigation measures which fail to provide “reasonable, feasible options
for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to any significant cumulative effects.” If
those effects have not been adequately analyzed in the first instance, then proper mitigation or
avoidance has not been proposed for these unanalyzed impacts.

In addition, the DEIR must discuss mitigation measures that minimize the project’s
cumulative impacts. Pub. Res. Code sections 21002, 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(3) and 21151. The
DEIR indicates mitigation measure M-V-1 is infeasible and M-V-2 does not address this
project’s contribution to cumulative visual impacts.
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Comments re: Air Quality Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Although the DEIR concludes that there will be cumulatively significant air quality
impacts, the Air Quality Cumulative Impact Analysis at section 2.2.3 contains no discussion,
analysis or even identification of any other projects which may cause related air quality impacts
in combination with the LHR Project. In fact, other than the bare conclusion that in
“combination with the emissions of pollutants from other proposed projects or reasonably
foreseeable future projects, impacts would be cumulatively significant™, this section contains no
information whatsoever about other projects causing related air quality impacts. This section is
clearly inadequate under the authority of Whitman v. Board of Supervisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d
397 and San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27
Cal. App.4™ 713.

The DEIR at p.2.2-22 recognizes, “air quality is a regional issue” and “the cumulative
study area for air quality impacts cannot be limited to a defined localized area, but rather include
the SDAB as a whole.” Rather than identifying any projects (local or regional) having related
impacts, the DEIR then focuses only on this project’s impacts when quantifying trip volumes,
CO concentrations, changes to SANDAG growth forecasts or the current RAQS or SIP. These
measurements are likely available as part of the environmental review for the projects identified
in Table 1-6 or by calculations based on SANDAG growth forecasts for the region and should be
made a part of the LHR cumulative impacts analysis.

This omission is particularly troubling since the DEIR does not even mention the
following projects likely to have significant cumulative air quality impacts: Singh Power Plant,
Palomar Aggregate Quarry, Gregory Canyon landfill, Campus Park,Campus Park West and
Palomar College North Education Center. The DEIR does not even make a perfunctory effort to
identify other projects or their related impacts. This failure to identify or analyze other projects
renders the DEIR’s air quality cumulative impacts analysis deficient. This section must be
revised and recirculated with the appropriate analysis.

The foundational inadequacies in the air quality cumulative impacts analysis undermine
the so called mitigation measures which fail to provide “reasonable, feasible options for
mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to any significant cumulative effects.” If those
effects have not been adequately analyzed in the first instance, then proper mitigation or
avoidance has not been proposed for these unanalyzed impacts.

In fact, the mitigation proposed at M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7 reflects the lack of reasonable
analysis by proposing such ineffectual mitigation measures as provision of educational materials
and promotion of ride sharing and alternate [unidentified] forms of transportation. These
“mitigation” measures neither mitigate nor avoid this project’s contribution to significant
cumulative air quality impacts by placing a dense, urban, automobile dependent community of
over 5000 people in the middle of a rural, agricultural area without access to public or mass
transit. DEIR p. 2.3-29. Mitigation measures should include provision of bus service and actual
creation and implementation of ride share programs.
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Comments re: Transportation/Traffic Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Although this Subchapter sets forth a brief summary description of the cumulative
projects reflected in Table 1-6, it provides no explanation supported by evidence for the 7-mile
project radius geographic area used in the traffic cumulative impacts analysis as required by
CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(3): “Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area
affected by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic
limitation used.”™ The DEIR should be revised to include this explanation. Oblique reference to
the County’s guidelines for significance without any explanation is not sufficient.

An adequate geographic scope is essential to adequate identification and analysis of
cumulative traffic and transportation impacts, particularly to the I-15 corridor due to the large
projects in the planning pipeline such as the Campus Park, Campus Park West, New Palomar
College Campus, Warner Ranch, and North County Metro-NC 42 (Merriam Mountain) as well
as the impact intensive projects identified at p. 1 of this letter which collectively will result in
the addition of over 4000 residences and 1,009,000 square feet of commercial, office
professional, retail and light industrial uses in the surrounding area, an aggregate quarry, and a
1,770 acre regional landfill.

The traffic cumulative impacts analysis refers the reader to Figure 1-23 as illustrating the
cumulative projects within this seven mile radius but Figure 1-23 is a map of surrounding
Community Planning Areas, not projects within a 7-mile radius of the project. In fact, it is
entirely unclear what projects were actually included in the cumulative traffic impacts analysis as
they are not specifically named or identified or analyzed. No effort is made to describe their
related traffic impacts, the data supporting the impacts or its location.

Although the DEIR refers to the Meadowood development project as one of the
cumulative projects, this project is not listed on either Table 1-5 or Table 1-6. As a result, the
public has no information about this project, its location, acreage or description. The DEIR
should correct this omission. '

Overall, the traffic cumulative impacts analysis suffers from two major infirmities: (1) It
provides only conclusions and no actual analysis of cumulative traffic impacts of other projects
(which are not clearly identified) when data is reasonably available in traffic studies completed
for some of the mentioned projects (such as Meadowood or Campus Park) or can reasonably be
produced by further study; and (2) It improperly focuses on the project’s significant cumulative
impact to the complete exclusion of other past, pending or reasonably foreseeable projects.

With respect to item 1, although the DEIR refers the reader to Figure 2.3-8 as showing
roadway segment ADTs in cumulative condition and Table 2.3-15 as illustrating intersections
which would operate at substandard LOS E or F under the cumulative plus project conditions, in
the absence of any description of the specific projects included in this analysis or the underlying
traffic data from these projects used in these projections, the public has no way of knowing if
these cumulative impacts have been adequately identified and analyzed. The same problem
exists with respect to cumulative impacts to freeway segments because the projects have not
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been adequately identified.

With respect to item 2, in subsections entitled Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus
Project in section 2.3.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation, the DEIR focuses only on the
project’s significant cumulative impacts to the exclusion of other projects with related impacts.
See pp. 2.3-41, 2.3-44, 2.3-45, 2.3-49, 2.3-50 (“The project would have a significant cumulative
impact” to roadway segments and intersections); pp. 2.3-42, 2.3-45, 2.3-52 (“The project would
have a significant cumulative impact™ to I-15 freeway segments™). There appears to be no
reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of relevant past, present and reasonably
foreseeable projects. These subsections must be revised to include reference to and analysis of
other projects.

Comments re: Agricultural Cumulative Impacts Analysis

We agree with and incorporate by reference the comments of the Cleveland National
Forest Foundation submitted on August 19, 2013 by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger regarding the
inadequacies of the Agricultural Cumulative Impacts analysis.

Comments re: Biology Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The DEIR adopts an unreasonably small and local geographic scope to its Biology
cumulative impacts analysis. This is a large, regionally significant project impacting 608 acres
and adding over 5,000 residents and 90,000 square feet of commercial space with regional
impacts. It is not reasonable to limit the cumulative impacts analysis to the eight small, local
projects when there are additional local and regional projects with related biological impacts to
special status species, riparian habitat, sensitive natural communities, jurisdictional waters or
wildlife corridors in the vicinity. The biology cumulative impacts analysis is not adequate given
its limited scope.

In addition, although the DEIR refers to eight projects identified for evaluation of
cumulative impacts, it does not sufficiently identify these projects. The reader is referred to
Table 1-5 which contains 13 local projects. Which 8 projects on this list were part of a
cumulative impact analysis? Why were only 8 of the 13 chosen for inclusion? On what basis
was the decision made to include or not include a project?

The reader is also referred to Figure 1-22 as illustrating the location of these 8 projects.
However, Figure 1-22 is a topography map. It contains no information concerning these 8
projects or their location relative to the project site. Please correct this omission and precisely
identify the projects included in any cumulative impacts analysis by name and location.

Conclusion
The Cumulative Impacts discussion in the LHR DEIR fails in fundamental ways to

comply with CEQA Guidelines and caselaw. It repeatedly fails to identify which projects are
included in its scattered cumulative impacts sections; it fails to provide a summary of the

6



August 16, 2013

expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects with specific reference to
additional information stating where that information is available; and, it fails to provide any
reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. The DEIR is
fundamentally flawed and must be revised and recirculated.

Very Truly Yours,
KEVIN K. JOHNSON, AP
in K. Johnson

cc: Claudia Anzures, Esq. (via email)
Mark Mead, Esq. (via email)
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Mark Slovick, Project Manager

County of San Diego Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

(858) 495-5172

Subject: DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General
Plan Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-
001 (SP)-General Plan and Community Plan Inconsistencies

Dear Mr. Slovick —

Our firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California Non-Profit Corporation.
On its behalf, we offer the following comments on the General Plan and Community
Plan Consistency discussion in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (‘DEIR”). By way
of summary, the failure of the DEIR to meaningfully analyze an unprecedented number
of project inconsistencies with the County General Plan and the Valley Center
Community Plan requires that the DEIR be rewritten and recirculated for public review
and comment.

As you are aware, inconsistency is often evidence that an inconsistent project
feature will have a significant environmental effect. If the inconsistency has not been
identified or analyzed, significant environmental impacts of the Lilac Hills project may
likewise have not been identified or analyzed. In addition, the inconsistencies may, or
(in the case of this project) do, need to be cured before the project can be approved.
See Families Unafraid v. County of El Dorado (1998) 62 Cal.App.4" 1332(project must
satisfy mandatory general plan policy that is fundamental and unambiguous).

Moreover, the type and number of GP policies requiring amendment in order to
accommodate this inconsistent project will require far reaching revision of the San
Diego County General Plan with appropriate comprehensive environmental review of
associated impacts throughout the County.
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. GENERAL PLAN INCONSISTENCY OVERVIEW

In comments submitted over the last year, the Valley Center Planning Group and
the Valley Center Design Review Board have challenged the proponent’s assertions
that this Specific Plan/General Plan Amendment (“SP/GPA”") is consistent with the
adopted County General Plan (“GP”), or with Valley Center's Community Plan(*VCCP"),
or with Valley Center Design Guidelines.

These previous comments, which are attached hereto as Exhibits 1-2 are
incorporated herein by reference, submitted as part of the public comments on this
DEIR and require a response. These previous comments have also challenged the logic
exhibited throughout the Specific Plan and now in the DEIR: that amending a particular
GP Regional Category to suit the project somehow also reconciles the project’s
inconsistencies with a wide array of General and Community Plan Goals and Policies.

The proposed SP/GPA is inconsistent in broad and fundamental ways with the
San Diego County General Plan and the Valley Center Community Plan. Further, the
DEIR fails to disclose and analyze these broad and fundamental inconsistencies and
their environmental consequences as CEQA requires. The DEIR is derelict in
concluding as it does that: “Overall the project would be consistent with the General
Plan; therefore land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would be less
than significant’ (DEIR Chapter 3 Environmental Effects Found Not To Be Significant
p. 3-65). As explained below, the project presents multiple inconsistencies with the GP
and VCCP and a “reasonable person” could not find this project to be consistent with
either the GP or the VCCP. See No Oil v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d
223, 242; Mitchell v. County of Orange (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 1185.

This DEIR fails to perform the analyses required for decision makers, first, to
understand the parameters of this proposal, and, second, to appreciate the nature and
reach of its impacts. The DEIR does not even have a rudimentary analysis of
Consistency with the General Plan.

Internal consistency of all County General Plans in California is required by
California State Law. Therefore, in considering a Specific Plan, particularly one that
requires amendments to an adopted General Plan, it is crucial to understand exactly
where the Specific Plan is inconsistent with General Plan regional categories, land use
designations and road classifications, principles, elements, goals and policies.

A Specific Plan is an implementation vehicle. Approval requires compliance with
CEQA. A DEIR must examine consistency issues including the web of interconnected
and mutually-supporting elements, goals, policies and maps of the County General
Plan. 14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15125(d). Inconsistency requires denial of the project,
re-design of the project or amending the General Plan to fit the Specific Plan — the tail
wagging the dog.
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Making major changes to, for example, the Land Use, Mobility and Safety
Elements in the San Diego County General Plan to achieve consistency with the
proposed Specific Plan will require revisiting the environmental impacts of the entire
San Diego County General Plan. Specific amendments, if not pursued with great
caution, would possibly invalidate the entire San Diego County General Plan based
upon internal consistency defects.

These are all of course very serious issues for the entire County. Accordingly,
both the law and sound public policy require that the DEIR for this SP/GPA analyze
specifically and individually the General Plan Vision and Guiding Principles and the
reflection of these in the Community Development Model, as well as specific goals,
policies and relevant maps across the GP’s seven elements: Land Use, Mobility,
Conservation and Open Space, Housing, Safety and Noise. The goals and policies of
the Bonsall and Valley Center Community Plans must also be considered.

Once inconsistencies are disclosed there are only three ways to resolve them:
reject the project, re-design the project, or re-build the County General Plan to suit
these applicants. Inconsistencies with General and Community Plans, Design
Guidelines and other ordinances and policies are NOT subordinate to this project’s
Specific Plan, as the Specific Plan asserts.

California Government Code Section 65454 “Consistency with General Plan”
provides:

No specific plan may be adopted or amended unless the
proposed plan or amendment is consistent with the
General Plan.

As detailed below, the Accretive Lilac Hills SP is inconsistent with multiple principles,
goals and policies of the County General Plan and the VCCP. These inconsistencies
must be fully identified, analyzed and cured.

Il. GP AMENDMENTS NECESSARY TO ACCOMMODATE THIS SP/GPA WILL
REQUIRE REJECTING THE GP’S FOUNDATIONAL VISION OF SMART GROWTH
AND ELIMINATING MANY GP POLICIES SUPPORTING IT.

It is manifestly not the intention of the San Diego County General Plan to drop
“new villages” into semi-rural and rural areas. To the contrary, the County General Plan
is rooted in its “Smart Growth” intention. Smart Growth is a two-sided concept. On the
one hand, Smart Growth locates future development in areas where infrastructure is
established; and on the other hand, Smart Growth also retains and/or enhances the
County’s rural character, economy, environmental resources, and unique communities.
These are integrated, co-dependent concepts. They work together.

The proposal to drop a dense, from-scratch 608-acre Village of 5000 people into
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several thousand acres of infrastructure-lacking, Semi-Rural and Rural land is
fundamentally inconsistent with the County’s commitment to “sustainable development.”
This foundational concept is described at length in the introduction to the County
General Plan; and it is expressed across the web of interdependent GP Guiding
Principles, Goals and Policies that have been put in place to bring about the County’s
Smart Growth Vision. To reject this Vision now will, in essence, require an entirely new
County General Plan.

lll. PARAMOUNT AMONG THE PROJECT’S GP INCONSISTENCIES IS ITS
FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH LAND USE GOAL LU-1 AND POLICY LU-1-2

Consistency with Land Use Goal LU-1 and with Policy LU-1.2 is especially crucial
for this project’s approval. These provisions speak directly to the requirements for
establishing NEW villages in San Diego County. They emphasize the primacy of the
Land Use Element and the Community Development Model, and prohibition of Leapfrog
Development.

Land Use Element Goal LU-1: Primacy of the Land Use Element. A land use
plan and development doctrine that sustain the intent and integrity of the
Community Development Model and the boundaries between Regional
Categories.

Land Use Element Policy LU-1.2: Leapfrog Development. Prohibit leapfrog
development which is inconsistent with the Community Development Model.
Leapfrog Development restrictions do not apply to new villages that are designed
to be consistent with the Community Development Model, that provide necessary
services and facilities, and that are designed to meet the LEED- Neighborhood
Development Certification [LEED ND] or an equivalent. For purposes of this
policy, leapfrog development is defined as Village densities located away from
established Villages or outside established water and sewer service boundaries.
(See applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.)

The DEIR for this SP/GPA asserts that the project is consistent with GP Policy
LU-1.2. But, this is clearly not the case. The SP/GPA fails in the most fundamental ways
to respect the County’s commitment to sustainable development.

A. The project is inconsistent with the GP Community Development Model,

B. The project is inconsistent with LEED ND standards,

C. The project is inconsistent with the 3 requirement for waiving the prohibition on
leapfrog development: provide necessary services and facilities. Among other
impacts, the project requires (at least) ten (10) modifications to the County road
standards to REDUCE capacities to sub-standard levels. Traffic impacts are
significant and deemed unmitigable by the DEIR and the project fails to meet 5
minute response times for Fire and Emergency Medical Services.
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The project also fails to present a legal and viable point design for sewage and waste
water treatment and there is insufficient, unavailable right of way for private roads into
and out of the proposed development.

A. The Accretive SP/GPA is Inconsistent with the GP Community
Development Model

The proposal, by definition, is inconsistent with the Community Development
Model because consistency can be achieved only by amending the General Plan to fit
the project. The General Plan states (San Diego County General Plan: Land Use
Framework; Community Development Model, p.3-6): “The Community Development
Model directs the highest intensities and greatest mix of new uses to Village areas,
while directing lower-intensity uses, such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural
operations to Semi-Rural areas .... To facilitate a regional perspective the Regional
Categories of Village, Semi-Rural and Rural Lands have been applied to all privately-
owned lands ...”

First, as the above statement in the County General Plan makes clear, the
Community Development Model is not a moveable abstract concept. If this were
true then Village “puzzle pieces” could be dropped into Semi-Rural and Rural lands
anywhere in the County and pronounced consistent with the Community Development
Model.

Rather, the Community Development Model reflects a complex of planning
principles and ideas that are expressed through the whole system of the General Plan’s
Regional Categories. Amending a Regional Category, therefore, requires also
amending the network of planning concepts that the category implements, for example:

1. The General Plan states (pp.3-7), “Village areas function as the center of
community planning areas and contain the highest population and development
densities. Village areas are typically served by both water and wastewater
systems. Ideally, a Village would reflect a development pattern that is
characterized as compact, higher density development that is located within
walking distance of commercial services, employment centers, civic uses, and
transit when feasible.”

2. The proposed site is designated not for Village development but for large semi-
rural parcels (SR 10 and SR-4). This SP/GPA proposes to place a high density
Village into the middle of an area that the Community Development Model
designates for Semi-Rural and Rural development. This action requires
AMENDING the Community Development Model. Instead, with no discussion or
analysis, the SP/GPA and the DEIR all assert that consistency with the
Community Development model is achieved with a simple change to the Land
Use map.
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3.

The site abuts SR-4, SR-10 and Rural-40 acreage. The Community Development
Model requires a “feathering” of residential densities from intense Village
development to SR-0.5, SR-1, SR-2, SR-4, and so forth. (GP pp. 2-8 through 2-
9) The Accretive SP/GPA is inconsistent with the concept of feathering which is
reflected properly in the current pattern of land use designations in Valley
Center’s central valley.

This SP/GPA is located many miles from areas that the Community Development
Model designates for Village development and miles from employment centers,
shopping, entertainment, medical services, and civic organizations and activities.

Regarding infrastructure, there are few existing roads in the area. They are buiit
and planned to service Semi-Rural and Rural development, as in the current
General and Community Plans. Despite proposing intense Village development,
the proponents also propose to retain or reduce capacities of these roads. Water
infrastructure serves 50 homes and agricultural irrigation. There is no wastewater
service.

The intent of the Community Development Model is to intensify development in
existing Villages -- not to create NEW Villages through the destruction of Semi-
Rural and Rural lands. The Community Development Model was applied in
Valley Center during the General Plan update process. Village boundaries were
drawn. Village densities were planned to feather from the commercial and mixed
use core to meet the Semi-Rural designations. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the
community’s future development is now planned for the “Village” area in the
center of the Valley Center Planning Area, at the community’s traditional
“crossroads” where road, water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as
schools, churches, shops and businesses are already in place.

A key component of including a Community Development Model in the General
Plan with “integrity” was to create a framework for future growth in and around
existing villages. The DEIR ignores this GP concept by concluding that a high
density project placed in a semi-rural and rural area would not be growth
inducing. This conclusion defies reality and contradicts the General Plan which
identifies existing villages as the hubs for growth.

The lands surrounding the proposed project (and some lands which the proposed
project surrounds) will still be designated at lower semi-rural densities than the
village densities proposed for the Accretive SP/GPA. Into the future, these land
owners will likely seek similar higher density treatment. The County has a long
track record of approving General Plan Amendments that increase density using
the density of adjacent properties as justification. The DEIR claims that this
would not occur, but history and reality have proven otherwise.
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9.

The DEIR refers to the Property Specific Request (PSR) General Plan
Amendment process that was directed by the Board of Supervisors and claims
that the project is not growth inducing. This suggestion is misleading. The
outcome of the PSR/GPA process remains to be seen. Approval is not a
foregone conclusion and processing will be lengthy. More likely is that approval
of the Accretive Lilac Hills project would usher approval of the PSRs/GPAs in
Valley Center, thus inducing unplanned growth of this area.

Second, the project design defies the GP principles, goals and policies for

Village development and for Village expansion, which the Community
Development Model reflects.

1.

The 608-acre project site, only a portion of which is actually owned by the
applicant, sprawls 2 miles N-S, and 2 miles E-W across several thousand acres,
largely in active agriculture. These surrounding acres are owned by people
whose dreams and ambitions for their rural properties are in accord with the
Community Development Model's Regional Category assignment: Semi-Rural
and Rural.

The sprawling site creates some 8 miles of edge effects that will threaten
surrounding agriculture, horticulture and animal husbandry that the GP
Community Development Model protects by designating this area for Semi-Rural
and Rural development. This sprawling shape also increases the likelihood that
the proposed project will be growth inducing as previously mentioned.

With 1746 units and 90,000 SF of commercial on 608-acres, there is insufficient
land available for “feathering” residential densities as the Community
Development Model intends and describes.

The site requires 3 separate commercial nodes to support the “walk-able” claim.
The project cannot be characterized as a “walk-able Village” when it is, in fact,
three circles of dense housing. Two of these housing areas are at least a mile
from what the Community Development Model would characterize as Village
amenities. The LEED Neighborhood Development standard (“LEED ND”) for
“walking distance” is ¥z mile, the GP also cites ¥z mile (GP, p.3-8).

This is not the “walk-able” compact Village it purports to be. The faux Town
Center is more than one and a half miles from the 2 mile standard required by
LEED ND and cited in the General Plan.

The proximity of Rural Lands to the project presents wildfire threats which the
applicant’s Fire Protection and Evacuation Plans recognize. However the threats
are not adequately mitigated. In addition to wildfire, the Accretive project adds
the additional hazards of Urban Multi Story Structure Fires and nearly two orders
of magnitudes increased volume and complexity of Emergency Medical Services
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(EMS). The Accretive Fire Protection Plan barely mentions the Structures and
EMS hazard potential, and does not provide reasonable mitigation plans. The
Deer Springs Fire Protection District (DSFPD) has gone on the record three
times (6/12/2012, 3/5/2013 and 8/7/2013) stating that DSFPD has major issues
with the Project as proposed. Accretive has glossed over these issues raised by
a Public Safety agency and the County has allowed the Project to proceed in the
General Plan Amendment process. The DEIR needs to specifically address the
issues raised by the DSFPD.

B. The Accretive SP/GPA is Inconsistent with LEED Neighborhood
Development Certification standards

Compliance with LEED Neighborhood Development Certification standards is a
second critical requirement for this project. Without meaningful analyses required by
CEQA, the DEIR merely asserts compliance with LEED-Neighborhood Development
requirement.

The DEIR is required to comprehensively address the numerous and exacting
requirements of LEED Neighborhood Development Certification (“LEED ND”). If the
County is not applying LEED ND but an “equivalent standard” as policy LU1-2 allows,
the DEIR analysis must name the standard and show how it is equivalent.

We believe there is no recognized equivalent to LEED ND.

Attached hereto as Exhibit “3” are key excerpts from the booklet, LEED 2009
FOR NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT. However, the DEIR, in analyzing
consistency, should consider the entire publication where these exacting standards are
discussed and illustrated in detail. The booklet is published by the U.S. Green Building
Council and is available on its website, USGBC.org.

As the attached excerpts make clear, to obtain LEED ND Certification, certain
location, conservation and design criteria are mandatory. This means that, regardless of
how many “points” are accumulated for “green” amenities, LEED ND Certification
cannot be achieved without meeting essential standards in particular categories.

GP LU Policy 1-2 provides that the Accretive SP/GPA must comply with all
essential standards that are required for LEED-Neighborhood Development
Certification. These standards include the following:

SMART LOCATION and LINKAGE

These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.
Prerequisite 1 Smart Location

Prerequisite 2 Imperiled Species and Ecological Communities
Prerequisite 3 Wetland and Water Body Conservation
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Prerequisite 4 Agricultural Land Conservation
Prerequisite 5 Floodplain Avoidance

NEIGHBORHOOD PATTERN AND DESIGN
These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.

Prerequisite 1 Walkable Streets
Prerequisite 2 Compact Development
Prerequisite 3 Connected and Open Community

Accretive’s SP/GPA fails to meet fundamental requirements for LEED ND
Certification for the following reasons:

1.

The site is not a “Smart Location.” (See p. 1 LEED 2009 for Neighborhood
Development (“LEED 2009”) attached hereto as Exhibit 3). The EIR
concludes that the project is consistent with LEED ND but completely
overlooks its mandatory site selection requirements. Further, the EIR does
not address how this site selection aspect of LEED ND can simply be
overlooked when the LEED program was specifically designed to “place
emphasis” on site selection. A fundamental premise of Smart Growth is to
lower automobile dependency as compared to average development. The
SANDAG average miles/trip for all of San Diego County is 5.8 miles/trip. The
SANDAG average miles/trip for unincorporated San Diego County is about 13
miles/trip which is why the region is directing growth to the incorporated cities
and existing villages. Accretive is proposing an automobile based urban
sprawl community that even with exceedingly high and unsubstantiated
internal trip rate estimates ( see traffic analysis submitted under separate
cover) is 47% higher than the San Diego County average ( 8.52/5.8) trip
distance.

The site is too large (exceeds the 320-acre maximum size). (See p. xvi
LEED 2009) This maximum area is based on critical factors such as
providing the appropriate density of services and neighborhoods within a
compact community and achieving walkability. The EIR fails to address how
the project is still in compliance with the LEED ND program when it exceeds a
standard that was determined by the “core committee’s research.”

The proposed SP/GPA fails to meet LEED ND standards for a “walkable”
neighborhood (See p. xvi LEED 2009). The DEIR repeatedly asserts that the
proposed project will be “walkable”. However, the only “evidence” provided of
“walkability” consists of three circles on a map and a suggestion that
someone could walk to someplace within any circle. This does not evidence
or constitute a walkable community. The LEED ND standards were developed
through the research of a core committee which suggests that a walkable
neighborhood is no more than 320 acres and all services, civic uses,
employment, and high density housing are contained within that 320 acres.
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Describing the proposed project as walkable is unsubstantiated and
misleading. Further, technical analyses that rely on the unfounded and
unsubstantiated premise that the project is walkable have impacted the
assessment of impacts and thereby likely underestimated the impacts of the
project on traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions.

4. The proposed project is neither an infill site nor a new development
proximate to diverse uses or adjacent to connected and previously
developed land. It is sprawl placed into a functioning agricultural area,
with no existing infrastructure. (See p. 1 LEED 2009) The objectives of the
LEED ND program are clearly compatible and in alignment with the guiding
principles of the County of San Diego’s General Plan and with the siting of
“new green neighborhoods.” As a result, the LEED ND program was
integrated into the Leapfrog development policy of the General Plan. Any
proposed deviation from LEED ND, such as ignoring siting criteria, size
restrictions, and density guidelines, should be carefully scrutinized for
significant environmental impacts.

5. Because a site design is not available for the Town Center area we have
no way of knowing whether this area itself complies with LEED ND
standards. The Specific Plan claims compliance, but this claim is not
substantiated.

6. The site is not served by existing water infrastructure that is adequate
to serve urban density. Water infrastructure is designed for agricultural
users and needs significant revision for high density Urban uses. There is no
wastewater infrastructure.

7. No water or wastewater service is planned to serve urban development
of this area. (See p. 1 LEED 2009) The General Plan and the VCMWD’s
plans do not currently call for expansion of the infrastructure required for a
project such as this. The Project clearly must provide new water and
wastewater infrastructure but it cannot do so because Accretive does not own
sufficient easements for sewer and wastewater lines. (See Letter from Kevin
K. Johnson APLC regarding Wastewater Management Alternatives Study
submitted to the County on August 9, 2013).

8. The Project description demonstrates that the SP/GPA cannot satisfy
ANY of the 3 OPTIONS for the Smart Location REQUIREMENT(See p. 1
LEED 2009):

a. Itis not an Infill Project.

b. Itis not an Adjacent Site with Connectivity (does NOT have is at least 90
intersections/square mile as measured within a 1/2-mile distance of a
continuous segment of the project boundary, equal to or greater than 25%
of the project) boundary, that is adjacent to previous development.
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c. The site is not designed as a Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate
Transit Service. The only mass transit consists of two bus routes located 4
miles north of the Project which run the circuit of the 4 Indian Casinos on
SR- 76.

d. None of the LEED ND significant public transit service requirements are
met by the proposed circulation system.

e. The only transit mentioned by the Specific Plan and/or the DEIR is that
NCTD might consider a bus stop serving part of the project. This is
inadequate.

C. The Accretive SP/GPA fails to provide necessary services and facilities
for the intense urbanization being proposed.

1. ROADS. Traffic impacts are significant and the applicant has proposed
no acceptable mitigation measures.

Accretive proposes Village development of a rural area but it does not propose
Village capacity roads necessary to accommodate the traffic that will be generated by
the Village project. Incongruently, and not disclosed or analyzed openly in the SP or the
DEIR, the applicant has proposed ten (10) modifications to the County Road Standards
that will reduce capacities of roads that were planned, in the first place, to
accommodate Rural and Semi-Rural residential development.

One key purpose of the General Plan Mobility Element and County Road
Standards is to specify road standards and automobile capacities that are necessary to
serve surrounding land uses throughout the County. Land Use and Mobility Elements
are coordinated and interrelated. Village-capacity roads are specified as necessary to
serve Village land uses. Degrading road capacity standards will likely cause a variety of
known and unknown environmental impacts.

In essence, the applicant proposes to compromise standards that are employed
uniformly across the County in order to win for themselves entitlements to urbanize
land uses -- without responsibility for urbanizing road capacities. Specifically, they
propose to add 20,000 Average Daily Trips to Mobility Element roads, and to pass the
real costs of improving these roads on to the taxpayers. They seek “consistency” with
County planning standards not by complying with them, but by relaxing them.

For example, their proposal is to DOWNGRADE West Lilac Road from its
current Class 2.2C to a reduced-capacity Class 2.2F (DEIR Ch. 3, p. 65). They further
propose that two segments of West Lilac Road and one segment of Old Highway 395,
which will operate at unacceptable Levels of Service E and F as a result of the Project
be sanctioned as official “exceptions” to the County standard for minimum Level of
Service. TIF fees of approximately $5 Million are utterly inadequate to afford the road
reconstruction necessary to service this development’s traffic. The Valley Center Road
widening five years ago cost in excess of $50 million.
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In remote places road improvement costs are often enough to make projects
infeasible. Here the project applicant argues against improving roads to capacities that
are functional and safe because it:

is too difficult and costly

will require rights-of-way that may be unobtainable
will be time consuming to construct

will be disruptive to off-site property owners

will face opposition from existing neighbors

will require condemnation of right-of-way

will impact biological open space

These are, of course, the exact reasons why the San Diego County General Plan
and LEED Neighborhood Development both direct urban development away from
undeveloped sites like this one into areas where infrastructure, necessities and
amenities required for urban dwellers are already present. In other words, the clear goal
is to avoid sprawl.

The proposed SP/GPA will add 5000 urban residents to country roads while
reducing road widths, reducing road design speeds and ignoring other standards
established for safe, efficient transportation. The proposal:

Fails to provide necessary services and facilities

Is inconsistent with GP premises that development will pay for itself;

Is inconsistent with the GP minimum standard for LOS D -on County roads;
Compromises the safety, comfort and quality of life of prospective residents as
well as all the other residents of Valley Center who depend on these Mobility
Element roads.

. Sanctioning the requested road standard exemptions will create significant long
term SAFETY and liability issues for the County of San Diego.

2. INTERSECTIONS. Additionally, in order to meet County Road Standards, two out of
four secondary access intersections (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge) with public
roads will require the use of County prescriptive rights (for continual brush clearance)
and eminent domain (to secure land from unwilling property owners). Accretive
Investments has filed Sight Distance Analyses on these two intersections that confirm
the above assertion.

3. RESPONSE TIME. The SP/GPA fails to meet 5 minute response time for Fire and
Emergency Medical Services. The Deer Springs Fire Protection District has commented
in writing that none of the proposed options listed in the Specific Plan and Fire
Protection Plan are feasible solutions for the District to meet the 5 minute emergency
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response requirement for Lilac Hills Ranch.

4. WASTEWATER TREATMENT. The project fails to present a legal and viable point
(site location and sewage and waste water treatment functional description) design for
sewage and waste water treatment. The preferred option listed by the applicant lacks
legal right of way for offsite sewer and recycled water pipelines.

IV. THE ACCRETIVE S/GPA IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE PURPOSE, INTENT AND
GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF THE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN |,

A. Purpose of the General Plan. Chapter 1 of the General Plan contains in its
Introduction and Overview an array of highly relevant directives that the DEIR fails to
identify and discuss.

The General Plan must be referred to in its entirety, including separately bound
portions (such as community plans). While the General Plan is internally
consistent, some issues are addressed through multiple policies and some
receive refined and more detailed direction in community plans.

(GP atp.1-4)

1) Policies cannot be applied independently.

2) If you are a SD County resident or property owner, the General Plan indicates
the general types of uses that are permitted around your home and changes that
may affect your neighborhood, and the policies the County will use to evaluate
development applications that might affect you or your neighbors. The Plan also
informs you regarding how the County plans to improve mobility infrastructure,
continue to provide adequate parks, schools, police, fire, and other public
services, protect valued open spaces and environmental resources ...

3) Future development decisions must be consistent with the Plan.

4) The essence of the Plan lies in its goals, policies, and implementation
programs.

5) Policies provide guidance to assist the County as it makes decisions relating
to each goal and indicates a commitment by the County to a particular course of

action.
(GP at p.1-5)

B. General Plan Guiding Principles. These Guiding Principles are intended to
GUIDE development and conservation in San Diego County.

Advance Planning Staff worked with hundreds of stakeholders-citizens, property
owners, real estate developers, environmentalists, agricultural organizations, building
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industry representatives, and professional planners-for years to create a General Plan
that would build what is reasonably needed, and to conserve what we must. These
Guiding Principles gave birth to the Community Development Model, and to the
systematic method through which planning principle, and the County’s commitment to
authentic sustainable development, was transferred from human hearts and minds to
the ground.

The DEIR should, but does not, thoroughly discuss and analyze the GP Guiding
Principles (GP pp. 2-6 through 2-15), but merely cursorily sets them out and in some
cases, without analysis of to the factual aspects of the Accretive project, asserts
compliance.

The following discussion reviews several key San Diego County General Plan
Guiding Principles, their application to the proposed project and reveals the project’s
failure to comply with these guiding principles.

Guiding Principle 1: Support a reasonable share of regional population
growth. (GP p. 2-6)

The DEIR fails to note that the GP forecasts Valley Center to have 9,796
residential housing units at the end of 2030, the General Plan planning horizon. (GP
Housing Element Update Report p. 41). At the average Valley Center persons/house
factor of 2.97 persons, this equates to a residential population at build-out of 29,094, not
the 41,000-plus that would result from this project’s placement of a new city in the
middle of a well-functioning agricultural area. This discrepancy is not recognized or
analyzed. Additionally, the General Plan already accommodates more growth than
SANDAG projects for 2050. In this context, the DEIR fails to justify the need for 1,746
additional homes and 90,000 additional SF of commercial.

There are significant environmental and planning consequences from providing
an excess of housing and employment in a rural area that are not addressed in the
DEIR:

1. As a region, with SANDAG providing coordination, we have been
trying to steer growth to incorporated cities where transportation
investments are occurring and goods, services, and employment are in
abundance. The proposed project undermines this effort. It contradicts
growth principles that all jurisdictions have developed through SANDAG,
and conflicts with the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS).

2. The SCS is the region’s strategy for addressing GHG emissions
targets for land use and transportation yet the DEIR fails to address the
consequences of the proposed project conflicting with it.

3. By providing a glut of housing in a rural area, the proposed project
throws a wrench in the region’s growth strategy. The provision of more
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homes in Valley Center will reduce the demands for homes elsewhere.
Generally, it has been the incorporated cities that have needed to plan for
more homes to accommodate future regional growth. The proposed
project will eliminate that need by 1,746 homes. If built in the incorporated
cities pursuant to regional plans, these homes would have shorter vehicle
trip lengths, be closer to transit, jobs, and services, and use less water
and electricity. The DEIR fails to address these consequences.

There are also impacts of providing excessive commercial uses. The proposed
project plans for commercial uses in excess of local and regional forecasted needs.
There are two possible consequences of this situation:

1. The commercial space in the proposed project will remain vacant
and the town center will not function as intended;
2. The proposed project will pull commercial uses from other existing

commercial areas nearby such as the Valley Center and Bonsall town
centers. This will result in vacancies and blight in these village centers and
will undermine their growth strategy and vision.

The DEIR needs to include a comprehensive economic study of the proposed
project and its economic viability within the context of community and regional plans.
The results of such a study will reveal grounds for the evaluation of additional
environmental impacts of the project.

Guiding Principle 2: Promote health and sustainability by locating new
growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services and jobs in a
compact pattern of development. (GP p. 2-7)

As previously discussed, the Accretive project site lacks both existing and
planned infrastructure. Infrastructure proposed by the project cannot be provided at a
level consistent with County standards. The proposed project is not a compact pattern
of development. It sprawls over 2 miles and has to include 3 town centers rather than 1
to try to support the claim that it is “walkable” and thus, presumably, compact.

The project and DEIR fail to analyze this inconsistency with Guiding Principle 2
(and its implementing Goals and Policies) and attempt to avoid it with the fiction that
adopting a map with different land use designations for 608 acres will create compliance
with the County General Plan.

The GP and VC Community Plan currently embody and comply with Guiding
Principle 2, with the design for the central Villages and the feathered-out supporting
semi-rural and rural designations. The Accretive project is inconsistent with and would

destroy that design and compliance.
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Guiding Principle 3: Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual
character of existing communities when planning new housing,
employment, and recreational opportunities. (GP p. 2-9)

The Accretive project does not comply with or implement this Principle. The DEIR
fails to recognize Valley Center’s two existing villages or analyze the impact of the
Project on the existing and proposed central Village economy and character. In its
inadequate discussion of the key CEQA issue whether the project will physically “Divide
an Established Community” the DEIR states that there is no established community!
(DEIR Ch. 3, section 3.2.4, p. 3-120.) and thus there is no need to address this issue in
the DEIR. The central valley villages DO exist, they are the heart of the existing Valley
Center community, and they are where the GP and CP plan Valley Center’s future
growth consistent with the General Plan. Consistency with Guiding Principle 3 must be
fully analyzed in the DEIR.

Guiding Principle 4: Promote environmental stewardship that protects the
range of natural resources and habitats that uniquely define the County’s
character and ecological importance. (GP 2-10)

The Project fails to comply with this principle and proposes bulldozing 4 Million
cubic yards of natural hills to make manufactured slopes to accommodate an urban-
styled city in an active and productive agricultural area.

Guiding Principle 5: Ensure that development accounts for physical
constraints and the natural hazards of the land. (GP 2-11)

In contrast to this principle, the Project proposes bulldozing 4 Million cubic yards
of natural hills to make manufactured slopes, to accommodate an urban-styled city in an
active and productive agricultural area.

Guiding Principle 6: Provide and support a multi-modal transportation
network that enhances connectivity and supports community development
patterns and, when appropriate, plan for development which supports
public transportation. (GP 2-11)

The DEIR indicates that NCTD might be interested in a bus stop. The project is
isolated from existing villages and entirely car-dependent. If approved there are no
commercial amenities, no schools, and no parks until phase 3, 6-8 years after building
phase one houses in an area entirely removed from public transportation. The Project
does not have easement rights for the required ingress and egress to the planned
homes. If the homes were constructed, they would undermine rather than enhance
existing connectivity by the applicant’s request to downgrade a portion of West Lilac
Road from a 2.2C Circulation Element road to a 2.2F Circulation Element road.
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In short, my adding 5,185 residents in an automobile dependent commuter
community with no access to public transit and with a degradation in road standards,
the project will degrade emergency ingress and egress for fire, law enforcement and
evacuation in the event of fire and detract from, not support, community development
patterns in the existing central Villages.

Guiding Principle 7: Maintain environmentally sustainable communities
and reduce green house gas emissions that contribute to climate change.
(GP p. 2-12)

This Project claims it is environmentally sustainable, but ignores fundamental
requirements for sustainable building where substantial investments have already been
made in urban infrastructure and amenities. Moreover, the project replaces agricultural
operations and functioning rural lands that genuine “sustainable development” would
preserve and protect. The characterization of the project as “sustainable” is without
factual support and undermines the ability of the public and decisions makers to
reasonably evaluate the project and its impacts.

Guiding Principle 8: Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the
region’s economy, character, and open space network. (GP p. 2-13)

The Project conflicts with this principle by removing 504 acres of productive
agricultural lands from use and replacing this valuable acreage with an urban city. The
DEIR relies on an inappropriate model to devalue existing productive agriculture and
ignores the reality that the project site and surrounding area contain some of the most
unique and valuable agricultural operations in the region.

Guiding Principle 9: Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services
and correlate their timing with new development. (GP p. 2-14)

The SP and implementation plan are inconsistent with this principle and are
geared to increase public infrastructure costs while minimizing the Applicant’s
infrastructure costs, in an area currently devoid of infrastructure.

Guiding Principle 10: Recognize community stakeholder interests while
striving for consensus. (GP p. 2-14)

This applicant has ignored the Valley Center community and the Valley Center
Community Planning Group throughout the planning process. No changes or attempts

to reach consensus were ever made in response to community comments and
concerns.

The project is inconsistent with and fails to fulfill the foregoing guiding principles.
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V. COUNTY PLANNING STAFF IDENTIFIED 121 GP POLICY CONFLICTS IN THE
SCOPING LETTER. THESE CONFLICTS ARE NOT ANALYZED IN THE DEIR OR
THE SPECIFIC PLAN

On June 13, 2012, County staff issued a “Project Issue Checklist” listing (on 350-
plus pages) more than 1000 project “issues” regarding the project and its planning
documents. The list included Major Project Issues (with GP Policies) as well as GP and
CP Policies that posed potential conflicts.

The staff directive to the applicant at that time was, “Please immediately review
the policies and indicate to staff how you would propose to revise these policies or if you
disagree with staff's analysis. If policy revisions are required to the County’s General
Plan, then the project’s EIR must also analyze the impacts to the County’s General
Plan.” In subsequent editions, the “Checklist” refers the reader to other documents — in
some instances to a GPAR (General Plan Amendment Report), in others to the Land
Use Section of the DEIR. However, a review of these resources shows there is no
policy by policy discussion of consistency. This level of analysis must be provided.

The June 13, 2012 version of the Project Checklist is attached hereto as Exhibit
“4”. The DEIR should discuss in detail each of these GP and CP consistency issues.

VL. THE LIMITED CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS THAT DOES APPEAR IN THE DEIR IS
INCOMPLETE AND INSUFFICIENT

The DEIR (in Section 3.1.4.1, pp 3-56-3-64) lists what it calls the “relevant policy
and regulatory framework” for the project. But this list is not the detailed analyses that
CEQA requires; instead, under the rubric of “Existing Conditions” this section is mainly a
summary of applicable planning documents.

Section 3.1.4.2 (p 3-64) is titled “Analysis of Project Impacts and Determination
of Significance.” In the subsection entitled “/mpact Analysis” specifics are either missing
or inadequate, and replaced with brief descriptions of the project followed by
unsupported assertions. Select examples follow:

1. The DEIR fails to identify the array of GP policies that would have to change
in order to approve the proposed SP/GPA. Instead, the DEIR merely
asserts the unsupported conclusion that: “The proposed project includes a
General Plan Amendment which, if approved, would result in the project
being consistent with the General Plan.”

2. There is no discussion of LEED ND criteria, and the GP Community
Development Model is presented as if it is no more than an arrangement of
densities rather than a reflection of a whole complex of interdependent ideas
about sustainable development. Nevertheless, the DEIR asserts without any
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substantiation that “the proposed project would be consistent with the
Community Development Model of the County General Plan and designed to
meet the LEED Neighborhood Development Certification or an equivalent.”

3. In the few cases where specific GP policies are cited, the evidence for
consistency with the policy is in some cases asserted by merely repeating
the language of the policy itself. For LU-1.2: “the project is not “leap frog
development” because it is designed to conform to the Community
Development Model, provides necessary services and facilities, and would
be designed to meet the LEED Neighborhood Development Certification or
an equivalent.” For LU3-1, LU3-2 and LU3-3: “The project likewise provides
‘a complete neighborhood’ to include a neighborhood center within easy
walking distance of surrounding residences (LU-3-3) while providing a
mixture of residential land use designations and development regulations
that accommodate various building types and styles (LU-3-1and LU-3-2).”

4. In a few cases where the SP/GPA proposes amendments to Mobility
Element road classifications or acceptable LOS, the DEIR asserts that the
SP/GPA is not inconsistent with the GP because relaxing the standards
makes it consistent. Again, the tail is wagging the dog and consistency is
achieved only by amending the General Plan to fit the project.

5. The DEIR (Section 3.1.4, p 3-56, Land Use Planning, line 4) refers the
reader to the Specific Plan, and asserts incorrectly (p. 3-65) that “the
project’s conformance with other General Plan policies is detailed in the
Specific Plan. Overall, the project would be consistent with the General Plan;
therefore land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would be
less than significant.”

6. In its cursory and indefensible dismissal of Growth Inducement (DEIR 1.8.1
p. 1-37) the DEIR states: “...While the project site and surrounding areas are
not identified in the General Plan for growth, it is a location where such
growth is likely to occur because the project area can accommodate the
growth.” The DEIR then makes the untenable assertion that : “Typical
obstacles to growth include a lack of services and infrastructure which are
not present in this area. The project area is positioned in proximity to the I-
15 and within existing districts for sewer water and fire service. There is an
adequate road network offering multiple routes throughout the project and
would ultimately connect with freeway ramps. Elsewhere, the DEIR
acknowledges and recognizes the project’s lack of infrastructure in the areas
of road, water and sewer but inconsistently asserts at p. 1-37 that these
obstacles to growth are not present in this area. The DEIR disingenously
continues: “By itself, the proposed project takes advantage of the location of
the project site, but would not result in any change in density for surrounding
areas....” There is a brief reference to potential increased density from
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Property Specific Requests near the Project, but there is NO discussion or
analysis of the growth inducing impacts of new road, water and sewer
infrastructure that properties west, east and south of the project would
rely upon as reasons why they too should be developed at comparable
higher, urban densities. The DEIR’s conclusions concerning growth
inducement are indefensible.

7. The DEIR should also discuss and analyze the growth inducing impact and
precedential effect of approving this project’s notion that the Community
Development Model is simply a “Village” puzzle piece that any developer
can drop anywhere in the San Diego County’s rural countryside.

8. There is no General Plan Amendment Report (GPAR). Historically, a GPAR
presents the details of a GPA and discusses its consistency, or lack of
consistency, with all GP elements, but this Specific Plan text does NOT
include a General Plan Amendment Report (GPAR) even though the SP at
page 1-12 states that “... Chapter V of the General Plan Amendment Report
and Appendix A provides detailed analysis regarding how and why this
Specific Plan is consistent with the goals and policies of the County General
Plan...” There is neither a GPAR nor an Appendix A! This is a fundamental
problem requiring a rewrite and reissuance of the DEIR.

VIl. ADDITIONAL APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES NOT
DISCUSSED OR ANALYZED IN THE DEIR INCLUDE:

A. Land Use Element

LU-1.4 Village Expansion: “Permit new Village Regional Category designated
land uses only where contiguous with an existing or planned Village and where all the
following criteria are met:

e Public facilities and services can support the expansion without a reduction of
services to other County residents

e The expansion is consistent with community character, the scale, and the orderly
and contiguous growth of a Village area.” (emphasis added).

Comment-INCONSISTENT: If there was an existing or planned Village in
western Valley Center, Accretive could try to use this provision, instead of being
prohibited by the Leapfrog Development provisions of LU-1.2. However, the only
“existing or planned Village” in Valley Center is the Village in the central valley where
north and south nodes are separated by a dramatic escarpment and Moosa and Keyes
Creeks. This area has existed as a “Village”, has been planned for expansion for more
than 50 years and was designated a SANDAG Smart Growth Opportunity area with the
recent update of the County General Plan. The area is sewered and has received a
large grant from the state of California to expand wastewater facilities. Valley Center
Road which traverses this area and connects to Escondido and Pauma Valley was
improved to Major Road standards only a few years ago in anticipation of expanded
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development here. The Valley Center Community Planning Group has increased
residential densities in this area so that about 25% of the community’s growth can be
accommodated in the “vibrant, compact Villages” the community has envisioned.

This provision is a clear companion and complement to the other GP goals and
policies designed to intensify development in existing Village areas and avoid leapfrog
development by permitting new Village uses only where contiguous with an existing
Village. The Project cannot satisfy this foundational requirement and fails to meet the
additional criteria: Its construction would clearly reduce services to all Valley Center
residents outside the development by taking away from the economic viability of the
existing two Villages, as well as blocking emergency evacuation ability for current
residents. Its urban pattern is totally out of “character and scale” with Valley Center’s
vision. A new Regional Category Village is simply not authorized if this Land Use policy
is to be given effect according to its plain meaning.

LU-2.3 Development Densities and Lot Sizes: “Assign densities and minimum
lot sizes in a manner that is compatible with the character of each unincorporated
community.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: This is another example of the interrelated and
internally consistent fabric of the GP. Densities and lot sizes reflect community
character. Valley Center's community character is primarily rural, exemplifying the
Community Development Model at the heart of the GP. Urban densities and lot sizes
proposed by this Project are inconsistent with the Semi-Rural land use designations
established by the GP and CP for this area.

LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character: “Ensure that the
land uses and densities within any Regional Category or Land Use Designation
depicted on the Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development
objectives for a Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding
Principles.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: Requiring projects to comply with the applicable
Community Plan is the most effective way to meet the GP Goal LU-2, to maintain the
county’s rural character. Valley Center's community character is primarily rural,
exemplifying the Community Development Model at the heart of the GP. This Project is
inconsistent with the Semi-Rural land use designations established by the GP and CP
for this area, as well as all the Guiding Principles.

LU-5.3 Rural Land Preservation: “Ensure the preservation of existing open
space and rural areas (e.q., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and
corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) when permitting
development under the Rural and Semi-Rural Land Use Designations.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: The Project as proposed fails to ensure the
preservation of this rural area.. The proposed project destroys open space, agricultural
lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, and watersheds with its urbanized design, density,
and size. Urban densities and lot sizes proposed by this Project are inconsistent with
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the Semi-Rural land use designations established by the GP and CP for this area.

LU-6.1 - Environmental Sustainability: “Require the protection of intact or
sensitive natural resources in support of the long-term sustainability of the natural
environment.”

Comment- INCONSISTENT: There have been thirteen (13) Group 1 animal
‘species of concern’ observed on the Accretive project site. DEIR Subchapter 2.5-11.
They include lizards, snakes, raptors, small mammals, large mammals and passerine
birds. Most of the wildlife surveys conducted focused on the proposed open space
areas, functionally ignoring the environmental value for foraging and habitat of the
considerable land area devoted to agriculture. Of the 608-acres on the Project site, 504-
acres will be graded, cut and filled, for the construction of the Project.

The DEIR acknowledges the impacts to these 13 species [and presumably to
other species numerous enough not to be of concern], and particularly the significant
impacts to the foraging habitat of the raptor species [white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk,
turkey vulture] due to the loss of 504-acres of foraging area [including agricultural
areas]. DEIR Subchapter 2.5-18, 34. The DEIR dismisses this loss with 81.7-acres of
on- and off-site mitigation area (DEIR Subchapter 2.5-38) [presumably already
populated by members of these species with whom the impacted Project species will
compete] and a substantial differential from the entire 608-acres actually impacted by
the Project. Many of the individuals of the 13 species will be killed during construction
operations, particularly the smaller, less mobile animals. Those surviving the
construction impacts will be forced into new territory.

The Project is not consistent with this policy and fails to require the protection of
sensitive natural resources with the exception of riparian wetlands. Such practices of
building urban density projects in rural and even agricultural areas will ultimately
decimate the natural environment.

LU-6.4 Sustainable Subdivision Design: “Require that residential subdivisions
be planned to conserve open space and natural resources, protect agricultural
operations including grazing, increase fire safety and defensibility, reduce impervious
footprints, use sustainable development practices, and when appropriate, provide public
amenities. [See applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.]”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: The Accretive Project instead proposes the
minimum required open space, eliminates existing and imperils adjacent agricultural
operations, and substantially worsens fire safety and defensibility, as shown by the Deer
Springs Fire District comments. Instead of reducing impervious footprints, it proposes
1,746 residential units and commercial development, covering 504 of its 608 acres.
Trumpeting “sustainable” development practices, it completely ignores the fundamental
requirements of LEED ND to have a Smart Location and preserve Agriculture. The
public amenities necessary to support this proposed city in the country, such as parks,
schools and sewers, are all couched in “conceptual”’ terms, with built-in defaults to
convert acres to still more additional residences. If, for example, the school or park sites
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(proposed without school and park amenities or facilities) are not accepted, the SP
provides for their easy conversion to residential uses.

LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features Into Project Design: “Require
incorporation of natural features (including mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock
formations) into proposed development and require avoidance of sensitive
environmental resources.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: Over four million cubic yards of grading destroys
natural features and creates “manufactured” hills suitable only for urbanized residential
construction. Native vegetation habitats will be destroyed and mitigated off-site. Animal
populations will be destroyed or shoved to the remaining riparian set-asides or off-site.
Avoidance of sensitive environmental resources is minimal. Destruction of this area’s
natural features and mitigation elsewhere are the preferred approaches for this project
and are inconsistent with this policy and Valley Center planning objectives.

LU-6.7 Open Space Network: “Require projects with open space to design
contiguous open space areas that protect wildlife habitat and corridors; preserve scenic
vistas and areas; and connect with existing or planned recreational opportunities.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: This Project has reserved minimal open space
along wetlands and riparian areas that are protected by federal, state, and county laws.
The continuity of the open space will be broken by multiple road crossings with culverts
mostly inadequately sized for safe wildlife passage. Intensely urban development will
dominate the presently rural agricultural and natural vistas with rows of dense urban
rooftops. The open spaces being set aside are not coordinated with the draft Multiple
Species Conservation Program/Pre Approved Mitigation Area (“MSCP/PAMA”) and will
not connect with any similar open space uses off-site. While the Project is within the
draft MSCP boundary, it is not part of a PAMA.

LU-6.9 Development Conformance with Topography: “Require development
to conform to the natural topography to limit grading; incorporate and not significantly
alter the dominant physical characteristics of a site; and to utilize natural drainage and
topography in conveying stormwater to the maximum extent possible.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: The destruction of natural features proposed by this
Project’s over four million cubic yards of grading is clearly inconsistent with this policy.
The Project does not limit grading in a manner consistent with this policy. The Project
proposes to significantly alter the dominant physical characteristics of the site.

LU-9.6 Town Center Uses: “Locate commercial, office, civic, and higher-density
residential land uses in the Town Centers of Village or Rural Villages at transportation
nodes....”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: As previously pointed out in the comments on the
Project’s failure to meet the LEED ND Smart Location Requirement, the Project is not
designed as a Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate Transit Service. It is not a
“transportation node.”
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LU-9.11 Integration of Natural Features into Villages: “Require the protection
and integration of natural features, such as unique topography or streambeds, into
Village projects.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: This provision was included in the GP because
Valley Center required the developers of the north Village to do exactly that, making the
streambed there an open space centerpiece of their design in their cooperative plans for
their adjacent projects. Accretive instead proposes to obliterate the natural topography
for their entire project site, grading over four million cubic yards of “natural features” into
faux hills.

LU-10.2 Development- Environmental Resource Relationship: “Require
development in Semi-Rural and Rural areas to respect and conserve the unique natural
features and rural character, and avoid sensitive or intact environmental resources and
hazard areas.”

Comment- INCONSISTENT: This Project does not respect nor significantly
conserve the unique natural flora and fauna of the site, nor does it conserve the rural
character of the site. This Project will destroy a mosaic of natural vegetation habitats
that are interspersed among agricultural uses. The current mix of natural habitats,
orchards and row crops provides distinctive opportunities for a variety of faunal species
[several of them sensitive], benefits the local hydrology by restraining and filtering run-
off, and presents a pastoral viewshed that is historically characteristic of north San
Diego County. The Project will create severe hydrology issues with the addition of
hundreds of acres of impermeable road and rooftop surfaces that will cause excessive
run-off. Run-off that would otherwise enter the water table and help to stabilize levels
vital to the riparian habitats downslope, will be impounded and/or dispersed on the
surface.

The Project will be composed of dense urban village configurations that are
completely at odds with rural and semi-rural areas and the natural habitats and
populations they support.

B. Mobility Element

M-12.9 Environmental and Agricultural Resources: “Site and design specific
trail segments to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources, ecological
system and wildlife linkages and corridors and agricultural lands. Within the MSCP
preserves, conform siting and use of trails to County MSCP Plans and MSCP resource
management plans.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: Presently, the trails proposed for the Project will
intrude into the buffer and Limited Building Zone (“LBZ”) areas adjacent to the
designated biological open space as well as the open space itself. The fences proposed
to separate and protect segments of the open space from the edge effects created by
the Project [human intrusions, domesticated cats and dogs, invasive plant species, etc.]
will also create barriers to the movement of wildlife. Instead of treating the biological
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open space as retreats and corridors for the movement of wildlife, the trails proposed

would become parks for humans and their pets. This will have an adverse effect on the
value of the open space for wildlife.

C. Conservation And Open Space Element

GOAL COS-2 Sustainability of the Natural Environment: “Sustainable
ecosystems with long-term viability to maintain natural processes, sensitive lands, and
sensitive as well as common species, coupled with sustainable growth and
development.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: The Project will eliminate 504-acres of mixed native
and agricultural lands that provide foraging area for numerous animal species identified
in the biological resources report. This represents an incremental loss of habitat and
ultimately a loss of local wildlife populations within the county and the Project site. The
removal of the project site from the inventory of rural lands to create an urban village will
constitute an irreversible loss and opposes the intent of sustainable development. It will
result in growth inducing pressure on surrounding properties as the rural and natural
characteristics of the land disappear.

COS-2.1 Protection, Restoration and Enhancement: “Protect and enhance
natural wildlife habitat outside of preserves as development occurs according to the
underlying land use designation. Limit the degradation of regionally important Natural
habitats within the Semi-Rural and Rural Lands regional categories, as well as within
Village lands where appropriate.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: This Project proposes to set a devastating
precedent for the intrusion of urban development into rural lands. While the
Project site is within the MSCP boundary, it is not a part of a PAMA. The site is
presently designated for estate housing and agricultural uses but would be modified to
allow urban village densities, which would diminish rural and natural lands within the
MSCP area and likely induce similar densities on surrounding properties. Such creeping
higher densities within the MSCP would ultimately impact the neighboring PAMA areas
through edge effects and compromise the value of those native habitats and the intent
of the MSCP/PAMA program.

COS- 2.2 Habitat Protection through Site Design: “Require development to be
sited in the least biologically sensitive areas and minimize the loss of natural habitat
through site design.”

Comment- INCONSISTENT: Like GP Goal COS 2.2, the prerequisite of the
LEED ND standard also is to place development in smart growth locations, such as
urban infill and brown fields or adjacent to urban areas where there is easy access to
infrastructure and job centers. This Project fails to meet those goals and, consequently,
it will cause significant destruction of biological assets in an area that should be spared
under the criteria for a smart growth location.
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COS- 3.1 Wetland Protection: “Require development to preserve existing
natural wetland areas and associated transitional riparian and upland buffers and retain
opportunities for enhancement.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: The project is preserving and restoring the on-site
wetlands, habitats that are in shortest supply regionally, but the upland components will
be subjected to severe grading, and fuel modification to accommodate the
development. Rather than retaining any opportunity for preservation or enhancement,
the upland areas will be deprived of any continuing value for both flora and fauna.

COS- 3.2 Minimize Impacts of Development: “Require development projects
to:

e Mitigate any unavoidable losses of wetlands, including its habitat functions and
values; and

e Protect wetlands, including vernal pools, from a variety of discharges and
activities, such as dredging or adding fill material, exposure to pollutants such as
nutrients, hydromodification, land and vegetation clearing, and the introduction of
invasive species.”

Comment —INCONSISTENT: The Project proposes to mitigate the loss of
wetlands caused by new road crossings by restoring or creating wetlands on-site
adjacent to existing wetlands. The value of mitigating wetland losses on-site is
questionable given the edge effects caused by human intrusion, domestic cats and
dogs, invasive plant species, trash, etc. that cause mitigation efforts to be diminished.

The trails plan exacerbates these edge effects by establishing trails within and
adjacent to the biological open spaces.

Further, the Project’'s storm water run-off from the construction of hundreds of
acres of impermeable surfaces will impact the water regime within the biological open
spaces. Adding too much or, conversely, removing too much water from the water table
can have adverse effects on the survivability of the riparian habitat.

D. Housing Element

H-1.9 Affordable Housing Through General Plan Amendments: “Require
developers to provide an affordable housing component when requesting a General
Plan amendment for a large-scale residential project when this is legally permissible.”

Comment-INCONSISTENT: There appears to be NO discussion anywhere in
the SP or DEIR regarding Affordable Housing or Goal H-1 and Policy H-1.9. Perhaps,
since there are no firm plans for anything beyond the Phase | -354 homes, the County
considers this not to be a “large-scale residential project” Since the overall Project
proposes more than 1,746 homes and over 5000 new residents, it appears to be a
“large-scale residential project” for which the GP requires an affordable housing
component. The DEIR should contain some discussion and analysis of why this
provision is not applicable or is otherwise satisfied.
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H-2.1 Development That Respects Community Character: “Require that
development in existing residential neighborhoods be well designed so as not to
degrade or detract from the character of surrounding development consistent with the
Land Use Element. [See applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.]”

Comment: Requiring projects “not to degrade or detract from the character of
surrounding development consistent with the Land Use Element” explicitly ties housing
back to the bedrock Land Use Element, the Community Development Model, and the
LEED ND Smart Location Requirement. Placing an urban project the size of Del Mar
into a rural, predominantly agricultural area designated for Semi-Rural uses, is a ,
significant degradation and detraction from the “character of surrounding development.
This Project is inconsistent with the Semi-Rural land use designations established by
the GP and CP for this area, as well as all the Guiding Principles.

”

VIIl. VALLEY CENTER COMMUNITY PLAN (“VCCP”) INCONSISTENCIES

A. Community Character Goals

Preserve and enhance the rural character of Valley Center by “maintaining a
pattern of land use consistent with the following regional categories: A. Village.
Enhance the rural village character of Valley Center’s north and south villages... B.
Semi-Rural Lands: Preserve and maintain the overall rural and agricultural character of
the semi-rural areas....”

Policy 1 “Require that future projects are consistent with the goals, policies, and
recommendations contained in the Valley Center Community Plan.

Policy 2. Maintain the existing rural character of Valley Center in future
developments by prohibiting monotonous tract developments. Require Site design that
is consistent with rural community character.

(VCCP p. 4)

Comment: The SP and DEIR cannot avoid the clear inconsistency with these
provisions by the fiction of merely adopting a new Map showing three Villages instead of
two. The rural character of the project site, indeed all of the Planning Area, will be
destroyed by placing an urbanized area the size of Del Mar in the middle of an active
agricultural area. Destruction of a designated Semi-Rural agricultural area cannot be
interpreted as “preservation.” The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the
environmental effects of this patent inconsistency.

B. Land Use Goals

“Two economically viable and socially vibrant villages where dense residential
uses, as well as commercial and industrial uses, are contained.

“ A pattern of development that conserves Valley Center’s natural beauty and
resources, and retains Valley Center’s rural character....”

“ Development that maintains Valley Center’s rural character through appropriate
location and suitable site design.”
(VCCP p. 8)
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Comment: The SP and DEIR cannot avoid the clear inconsistency with these
provisions which recognize only the two existing Villages, do not contemplate additional
villages and are consistent with both the GP and VCCP, the Community Development
Model, and the Smart Location requirements of LEED ND. The DEIR must, but does
not, explain and analyze the Project’s inconsistency with these provisions or
environmental effects of these inconsistencies.

C. Village Boundaries Map (VCCP p. 9)

Comment: The SP and DEIR cannot avoid the clear violation of the existing
Map, which shows the two existing villages, not three villages. Merely adopting a new
Map showing three Villages instead of two fails to address the other resulting conflicts
with the numerous identified GP and VCCP provisions. The DEIR must, but does not,
explain and analyze the environmental effects of these multiple inconsistencies.

D. Rural Compatibility Policies (VCCP p. 11)

4. “Require new residential development to adhere to site design standards
which are consistent with the character and scale of a rural community. The following
elements are particularly important: Roads that follow topography and minimize grading;
Built environment integrated into the natural setting and topography; Grading that
follows natural contours and does not disturb the natural terrain; Structure design and
situating that allows preservation of the site’s natural assets; Retention of natural
vegetation, agricultural groves, rock outcroppings, riparian habitats and drainage areas.*

5. “Require new residential development to construct roads that blend into the
natural terrain and avoid “urbanizing” improvements such as widening, straightening,
flattening and the installation of curbs, gutters and sidewalks. Follow Valley Center's
Community Right of Way Development Standards.”

6. “Buffer residential areas from incompatible activities which create heavy
traffic, noise, odors, dust, and unsightly views through the use of landscaping and
preservation of open space.”

Comment: Neither the SP nor the DEIR is clear as to which design standards
apply. The SP purports to override all county documents and states it prevails over any
inconsistent provisions in the GP, VCCP, ordinances or design guidelines. In other
places, it states some aspect of the project is consistent with the VC Design Guidelines,
implying that they would, nevertheless, be applicable. The many pictures clearly show
urbanized design, out of scale and character for a rural community. The massive
grading replaces natural hills with manufactured slopes to accommodate urban design,
ignoring natural topography for both roads and residences. The request for deviations
from road standards is also in direct conflict with these provisions in the VCCP. The
DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the environmental effects of these
inconsistencies.

y

E. Commercial Goals (VCCP p. 13)
“Commercial uses should be concentrated within the boundaries of these two

Village[s].
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Policies:

1. “Prohibit strip commercial development by containing commercial uses in the
Cole Grade and Valley Center Road area and the Mirar de Valle Road and Valley
Center Road area.

9. The Application of Land Use Designation Semi-Rural 2 and regional category
of semi-rural lands are proposed for those properties that are currently zoned
commercial and located outside of the Villages.”

Comment: Neither the SP nor the DEIR deals with the fundamental fact that the
VCCP establishes commercial uses only in the two existing Villages, and eliminates
commercial uses elsewhere, consistent with smart growth principles and the Community
Development Model. The Semi-Rural Land Use Designation for the Project Site is
required by both the GP and SP to remain so. The DEIR must, but does not, explain
and analyze the environmental effects of these inconsistencies.

F. Agricultural Policies (VCCP p. 15)
1. “Support agricultural uses and activities throughout the CPA, by providing
appropriately zoned areas in order to ensure continuation of an important rural lifestyle

in Valley Center.

3. Prohibit residential development which would have an adverse impact on
existing agricultural uses.”

Comment: Neither the SP nor the DEIR address this major focus of both the GP
and VCCP to “support” Agriculture, not destroy it. The DEIR must, but does not, explain
and analyze the environmental effects of this inconsistency.

G. Mobility Policies (VCCP p. 52-53)

2. “Road design shall reflect the rural character and needs unique the Planning
Area. For example, turn radii shall be such that agricultural vehicles and equestrian rigs
can be safely accommodated.”

4. “Road alignment shall minimize the necessity of altering the landscape by
following as much as possible the contours of the existing, natural topography without
sacrificing safety or sight distance criteria.”

5. “Required roadside and median landscaping shall reflect standards as
outlined in the Valley Center Design Guidelines.”

12: “Where a clear circulation need that benefits the overall community can be
demonstrated, public roads consistent with Department of Public Works policy shall be
dedicated and constructed. Where appropriate, future subdivisions shall be required to
access public roads via at least two separate access points.”

Comment: As noted above, neither the SP nor the DEIR is clear as to which
design standards apply. There appears to have been no consideration of : (1) whether
this Project can provide two separate LEGAL access points to public roads; or (2)
whether public roads within the project would provide a clear circulation need that
benefits the entire community . The massive grading proposed appears to violate the
requirement to minimize altering the landscape and follow existing natural topography.
The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the environmental effects of these
inconsistencies.
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H. Fire Protection Policies (VCCP p.54)

1. “All new development utilizing imported water shall provide infrastructure for
fire suppression (such as pipes and hydrants) in accordance with the prevailing
standards.”

Comment: The continued objections of the Deer Springs Fire District to this
Project undermine conclusions regarding compliance with this policy The DEIR must,
but does not, explain and analyze the environmental effects of this inconsistency
particularly when viewed in conjunction with objections from the Fire District.

l. Education Policies (School Facilities) (VCCP p. 54)

1. “Coordinate school facility planning with residential development to ensure
that school facilities will be available to accommodate the increase in enroliment without
overcrowding.”

Comment: No school district has accepted the possible additional students
generated by the Project. The residential construction will precede, not be coincident
with, school construction. The potential school site will be converted into additional
residences if not accepted by a school district. The DEIR must, but does not, explain
and analyze the environmental effects of these inconsistencies.

J. Open Space Policies (VCCP p. 62)
3. “Incorporate publicly and semi-publicly owned land into a functional

recreation/open space system wherever feasible.

5. Design new residential development in a way that preserves an atmosphere
of openness and access to surrounding open space.”

Comment: The SP only tentatively designates a 12-acre public park site. The
Project minimally meets the Park Lands Dedication Ordinance requirement of 3-acres
per 1,000 population requirement, falling woefully short of the 10-acres per 1,000 GP
goal for parks. At least 350 homes will be constructed and occupied before any parks,
public or private are available. The SP makes no provision for construction of park
amenities, just dedication of raw land. Overall Project site planning appears to destroy
any existing connectivity for animal migration, instead of creating or maintaining a
functional open space system. The Project design creates an isolated urbanized
compound totally unrelated to its surroundings. This will be a closed community of
urban sprawl, not one with “openness and access to surrounding open space.” The
DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the environmental effects of these
inconsistencies.

IX. CONCLUSION

The Accretive Lilac Hills DEIR fails to meaningfully analyze an unprecedented
number of project inconsistencies with the County General Plan and the Valley Center
Community Plan. The SP and DEIR fail to substantiate the limited GP consistency
discussion with facts and evidence and fail to justify exemption from the clear
prohibitions against Leapfrog development exemplified by this project. These
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informational shortcomings deprive the public and the decisionmakers of essential
information required by CEQA. Under the circumstances, the DEIR must be rewritten
and recirculated for public review and comment.

Very truly yours,
KEVIN K. JOHNSO
! -

cc: Claudia Anzures, Esq. (via email)
Mark Mead, Esq. (via email)

Attachments:

Exhibit 1: Letter from Valley Center Community Planning Group(“VCCPG”) dated
March 11, 2013 to Mark Slovick, Project Manager re: Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
and Related Documents with Appended Letter from VCCPG dated October 22, 2012
Exhibit 2: Letter from Valley Center Design Review Board dated February 25, 2013 to
Mark Slovick et.al re: Accretive Investment Group’s 2™ revised submission (02-13-13)
with attached comments from October 15, 2012 and June 14, 2012

Exhibit 3: Excerpts from LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Created by the
Congress for New Urbanism, Natural Resources Defense Council and U.S. Green
Building Council (Updated October 2012)

Exhibit 4: June 13, 2012, County of San Diego Planning and Development Services
Project Issue Checklist for Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community — Project
Number(s) 3800 12-001(GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)
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EXHIBIT 1

DEIR Public Comment Letter dated August 13, 2013 from Kevin K. Johnson APLC re:
Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)-General Plan and
Community Plan Inconsistencies



March 11, 2013
To: Mark Slovick, Project Manager, Lilac Hills Ranch Project
From: Valley Center Community Planning Group

Re: Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan and Related Documents,
GPA 12-001; SPA 12-001

On 11 February 2013, the San Diego County Department of Planning and
Development Services [the County] electronically distributed the third draft of the
Lilac Hills Ranch [the Project] Specific Plan and tentative maps, submitted to
them by Accretive Investments [the Applicant], to the Valley Center Community
Planning Group [VCCPG]. Printed hardcopies of the documents were received
in the mail about a week later.

Notably, the released documents do not include the proposed general plan
amendment text, the collection of technical reports that support the specific plan
assertions, or a letter from the applicant that responds to the Project Issue
Checklist. The Project Issue Checklist contains approximately 1000 major and
minor issues with the Project, raised by the County, Bonsall Sponsor Group and
VCCPG in response to the Applicant's second draft specific plan, submitted on
25 September 2012. The Applicant was to have submitted the Project Issue
Checklist letter by 31 January 2013 as required in the County’s response to the
second draft specific plan dated 10 December 2012. However, the Applicant was
granted an extension of 60-days to submit the letter. At about the same time the
extension was granted, the County released the third draft of the Project’s
specific plan for public review.

The Project Issue Checklist letter required by the County is crucial to the effective
review of all aspects of the Project. Without the letter, it is impossible to know
what remedies, if any, the Applicant proposes to resolve those identified issues.
The issues listed for the first and second drafts of the specific plan have largely
remained unaddressed in the present third draft. The Applicant’s third draft has
particularly failed to address the major issues relating to building a project of
such large urban scope in a rural, agricultural area removed from the
infrastructure needed to sustain it. This Project is at odds with the San Diego
County General Plan, adopted in August 2011, and the Valley Center Community
Plan and Bonsall Community Plan, which are integral to the General Plan. The
responses to the Project Issue Checklist will determine, in great measure, how
the applicant intends to reconcile, or not, the Community Plans of Valley Center
and Bonsall and the County’s General Plan with their Project’s specific plan.
Presently, the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan is diametrically opposite of the
intended outcome of the General and Community Plans.



Not surprisingly, the third draft of the specific plan continues to be vague about
many important details and avoids specifying the details of the Project at the
level required by state law. At the stage of the third draft, one expects that issues
raised over six months ago would be addressed or explained in the context of the
General Plan and Community Plans.

However, we are aware that in order to remain effectively engaged in the review
of this Project, we must respond to the recently released third draft specific plan.

Based on the materials received to date, the Valley Center Community Planning
Group continues to be strongly opposed to this Project’s approval or
construction. Because so much of what is presented in this third draft of the
specific plan is essentially the same as the previous two drafts, we will reiterate
our major concerns followed by specific concerns raised by the third draft. You
should reference our previously submitted comments on specific plan drafts one
and two along with our present comments, since nearly all still apply. We reserve
the right to make further comments and to revise previous comments as more
detailed documentation is released to the community in the future. This letter,
and letters dated 11 June 2012, 9 July 2012, and 22 October 2012 [attached]
should not be construed as our “one bite of the apple.”

Major Concerns

1. The Project is too large and too dense for Valley Center and it is
improperly located— Placing 1,746 homes and 5,000 people on 608 acres with
densities as high as 20+ dwelling units per acre is simply incompatible with the.
rural location in which the Project has been sited.

2. Roads and Traffic— The nature of the roads that must carry traffic generated
by Lilac Hills Ranch is one of the most fraught and difficult topics associated with
this project. The area has been able to move cars across winding, two lane
roads that pass through hilly landscape only because of its present lack of
density. With the addition of 1,746 homes, the roads will, without extensive new
road construction plus considerable widening and straightening of existing roads,
will be greatly challenged to handle, safely and efficiently, the additional five
thousand individuals who will populate the development. The County’s very
limited road construction budget is already over-taxed, and unlikely to provide for
the huge influx of automobiles created by Lilac Hills Ranch. Questions of the
cost of off-site road construction, evacuation needs and acquisition of rights-of-
way over existing private roads by the Applicant, are also extremely serious.

3. Compliance with the General Plan—The Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
threatens to overturn virtually every element in the County’s new General Plan
adopted in 2011 after 12 years of discussion and community involvement,
millions of dollars in government expenditures and countless hours of effort on
the part of local citizens. If the Lilac Hills Ranch Project is allowed to proceed,



one has to question if there is any development that would be rejected because it
violated the General Plan. Exactly what destruction of local communities does
the General Plan prevent?

4. Services and Infrastructure-Water, Schools, Fire, Waste Treatment-
Infrastructure is expensive. Putting in new roads, adding additional lanes to a
bridge, building a fire station, putting up a new school, installing sewer and waste
treatment plants and building trails all cost large amounts of money. A principal
reason why the General Plan Update strongly favors “compact, town center
developments” while stating that it intends to limit “growth in areas without
adequate roads, water and sewer service” is because of the demands on the
public purse for building these infrastructure items over and over.

Lilac Hills Ranch is seeking to build a city the size of Del Mar that will require an
almost entirely new infrastructure--new roads, schools, sewer systems and a
broad range of other infrastructure items. That a private development could or
would build this expansively strains credulity. The Valley Center Community
Planning Group doubts the viability of this approach.

5. LEED/Sustainable and Walkable Community~ It is necessary for the Lilac
Hills Ranch project to argue that they are potentially able to qualify for LEED ND
certification, or its equivalent, in order to avoid the General Plan prohibition on
Leapfrog Development. The project, placed as it is, miles from the heart of
Valley Center, violates Guiding Principle 2 and General Plan Policy L-1, which
define and govern Leapfrog Development, not to mention one of the fundamental
precepts of LEED ND, which is to avoid green field development. Leapfrog
Development is defined as Village densities located away from established
Villages or outside established water and service boundaries. Lilac Ranch Hills
is leapfrog development and it cannot qualify as a LEED community under any
reasonable understanding of the standards.

6. Agriculture— The General Plan Update has set aside the area where Lilac
Hills Ranch would be built as a place for agriculture and other rural and semi
rural uses. In contrast to the claims made by the Project proponents, the area is
not characterized by historical agricultural activity. It is a present-day agricultural
area. Avocado, citrus, cactus commercial nurseries and other farm operations
are located in and around the project areas. These agricultural uses attract
insect and fungal infestations, which mean that aerial spraying is often
necessary. Spraying could pose a danger to individuals living in the area. On
the other hand, prohibiting spraying would make farming nearly impossible.
Building Lilac Hills Ranch in the area for which it is currently planned would
greatly damage many productive, beautiful and successful agricultural
operations.

7. Twists of meaning and lack of clarity in the plan- One of the most difficult
aspects of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan is the extent to which it makes



misleading claims. They would have us believe that they are building a LEED ND
or equivalent development even though Lilac Hills Ranch violates virtualy all
LEED standards, that adding 5,000 residents to a rural area actually improves
traffic over narrow winding back roads, that grading and moving 4.4 million cubic
yards of earth (enough to build a path 4 feet wide around the equator of Earth)
preserves natural resources and habitat for animals.

Elaboration of these major concerns is available in the comments submitted by
the VCCPG on 22 October 2012 [attached below].

Other New Concerns

General Plan Conformance

The Lilac Hills Specific Plan takes care, in several sections, to address the
General Plan and Valley Center Community Plan. Yet the Lilac Hills Ranch
Specific Plan fails to adequately acknowledge the fact that both of these
thoughtfully constructed governing documents intend a completely different set of
uses for the Lilac Triangle of west Valley Center, and fails to provide justification
for the dramatic changes it proposes. The area was zoned for and intended to
accommodate agricultural activities and large-acreage residential uses. The
proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project is clearly incompatible with these intended
uses. Both the General and Valley Center Community Plans designate other
areas for land-uses such as Lilac Hills Ranch project proposes. If one were to
propose and construct a residential project of this magnitude that would be useful
to society in general and this region in particular, they would apply their efforts to
the central village area of Valley Center. The current project, as proposed, is a
cynical endeavor.

On January 24, 2013 San Diego City Mayor Bob Filner, in discussing a large
development called One Paseo that would add dense commercial and residential
use to Carmel Valley said, “Look, the community plan was a contract as far as |
could see.”

The parcel on which One Paseo would be constructed is zoned for 500,000
square feet of office space. The project initially intended to construct 2.1 million
square feet of development, but the project has since been scaled down to 1.4
million square feet. “l don’t understand how anybody who said they respected
the community starts off with four times what the community plan says,” Filner
said at a public hearing, “| don’t understand how you start with that.” “After all,”
the mayor said, “the community plan can be considered a contract and should
not be violated without substantial reason. ... They are agreements with the
community on the way we ought to develop," he said. "People spend a lot of time
going into making that a shared vision and it's a shared vision that only with the
consent of both sides, do you modify." (emphasis added)



Those who read about the Lilac Hills Ranch Plan iteration after iteration well may
have some of the same questions that Mayor Filner raises. The Applicant plans
to locate up to 2.9 units per acre on land that currently allows, under the new
County General Plan, 1 dwelling until per four acres (for 400 of the acres) or 1
dwelling per 10 acres (for 132 of the acres). Thus the land on which the
Applicant wishes to build 1,746 homes is reserved in the General Plan for much
lower density. The Applicant would increase the density not four times over what
the General Plan pemits (as in the One Paseo project) but more than 13 times
the present allowable density. If four times the density may indicate a lack of
respect for the community, 13 times the allowable density certainly indicates
callous disregard for community character and community concems.

Consider the 10 guiding principles that the San Diego County General Plan
outlines for development:

1. Support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth.

2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and
planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a compact pattern of
development.

3. Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of existing
communities when planning new housing, employment, and recreational
opportunities.

4. Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural
resources and habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and
ecological importance.

5. Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural
hazards of the land.

6. Provide and support a multi-modal transportation network that enhances
connectivity and supports community development pattems and, when
appropriate, plan for development which supports public transportation.

7. Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse
gas emissions that contribute to climate change.

8. Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy,
character, and open space network.

9. Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their
timing with new development.

10. Recognize community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Can anyone who has read the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan submission believe
that it does not violate at least 8 or 9 of them? It requires the development of
new roads, a new sewer system, and new water sources—all of them described
vaguely and many of them resources to which the applicant does not have clear
title or a well developed plan for acquiring. 1t moves over 4 million cubic yards of
earth by grading and by blasting. It is far from the heart of Valley Center where
denser development is being accommodated.



Relationship to General Plan

The specific plan cites the General Plan Amendment Report and Appendix A to
justify the project within the context of the County’s General Plan and the
included Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans. Neither the General Plan
Amendment Report, nor Appendix A, is part of the submissions from the
Applicant at this point, making comment impossible.

Given the absence of the General Plan Amendment Report and Appendix A, we
are led to assume that sufficient justification and consistency with the County’s
General Plan does not yet exist and, therefore, cannot be made public and a part
of this review. Consistency with the recently adopted General Plan is a
fundamental first step in proposing a development of this magnitude...a step that
this project continues to stumble over.

The degree of change proposed by this project will grossly change the character
of the existing rural, agricultural area.

Specific Plan Goals

The Applicant suggests that their Project will “augment” the several other large-
scale projects along I-15 between Escondido and Fallbrook. A thoughtful analysis
of the referenced projects will show that the only other project that compares with
this Project is Lake Rancho Viejo at Hwy. 76. The other projects were approved
under a less demanding older General Plan and the two largest projects, Circle R
Ranch and Lawrence Welk Resort, are actually clustered developments with an
associated open space component of about 40% of the total acreage, unlike this
Project which is currently expressing only a 16% open space component.

That being said, a guiding principal of the current General Plan [principle #2] is to
permit high-density development within or next to already developed property so
that the infrastructure requirements can be more easily met. The goal is not to
spread dense development to outlying rural areas where infrastructure must be
extended and expanded to meet those needs, as is the case with this Project.

Another new wrinkle in the current specific plan is the Applicant’s desire to allow
homes proposed for construction within the Project, instead, to be used, possibly,
for a time-share resort. This ‘possibility’ confounds the stated description of the
Project as a residential community and wanders even farther from the definition
of “specific” in the term ‘specific plan.’

Sustainable Community Goals/Policies

In this iteration of the specific plan the Applicant has chosen to diminish their
commitment to sustainability by making some of their once earnest goals and
features decidedly optional. The recycling facility will be built “if feasible.” The use
of existing Green Building standards adopted by the County will be implemented
but builders will be required only to offer homeowners the “option” of installing
energy efficient fixtures and appliances. And, they have abandoned completely



their commitment to implementing structural systems that achieve high
performance thermal efficiency. These sagging goals seem disingenuous.

Land Use Plan

The Land Use Plan shows some considerable changes based on the shifting
acreages among the different types of land uses in the Project. However, the
phase descriptions continue to be very conceptual rather than specific. The
question continues to be: at what point will the specific plan become specific
rather than merely suggestive, contingent or conceptual? There continues to be
only one Tentative Implementing Map for phase one with the others for phases 2-
5 not scheduled to appear for some length of time after approval of the project.
This is rather like buying a pig in a poke.

County Land Use Regulations

The applicant has not justified their proposed general plan amendment to amend
the Regional Land Use Element Map changing the Regional Category ‘
Designation of their property from Semi-Rural to Village and Commercial
designations. To build what the applicant proposes, it is necessary for the
designation to change, but they have offered no justification for the change. Such
changes to the County’s General Plan as well as the Valley Center Community
Plan and the Bonsall Community Plan should be justified. The point of such plans
is to guide development in a direction that is consistent with the community’s
desires and commitments to the County for growth.

Distribution of Land Uses

Table 1 — Land Use Summary inaccurately shows a total of 608 net acres,
however, addition of the line items in the table totals 611.3 net acres. This should
be clarified and corrected.

Table 1 shows that proposed public parkland in the Project decreased from 21
acres in a few parks to 12 acres in a single park since the previous iteration of
the specific plan. And, private parkland increased from 4.4 to 11.8 acres in 14
small pocket parks. The county standard for parkland is 15 acres per thousand
population for local parks. It seems the numbers are moving in the wrong
direction. Further, larger parks would serve the Project better than the multitude
of pocket parks described.

Parcel Size Distribution in the Vicinity of Lilac Hills Ranch

The applicant’s 1-mile analysis [fig. 6] seems to want to justify high density for
the Project by citing that 18% of lots are less than 2-acres. These smaller lots are
not recently created, they are the residue of earlier, less carefully considered
general plans. The requirements have changed. And, by deduction, 82% of
present lots within the 1-mile radius [wherever it is centered] are two acres or
larger and consistent with the General Plan. In fact, 46% of lots in the ‘radius’ are
greater than 4-acres. A few moments of reflection would lead to the
understanding that the applicant’s representation of the parcel size distribution



can be misleading. Having a greater number of smaller lots within an area does
not mean that the majority of the acreage is in smaller lots. In fact, the majority of
the acreage within the radius is in larger lots. The analysis should be looking at
the acreage within categories of lot size rather than the number of lots of a
particular size.

The 5-mile radius analysis [fig. 5] is equally skewed since it attempts to include
Circle R Ranch development and Lawrence Welk Resort as high-density
developments. Both of those developments are clustered developments and
include a minimum of 40% open space, a fact conveniently sidestepped in the
analysis. The mobile home park at Lawrence Welk was permitted under an older
general plan that has since been superseded.

It should be remembered that the recently adopted general plan and the
associated community plans are the defining factor in describing the desired plan
for the community rather than the parcel size analysis of the Applicant.

Development Approvals Needed

Apart from the need to amend the General Plan, and the Valley Center and
Bonsall Community Plans, the Applicant is asking for approval of a site plan for
“V” and “D” special area regulations. Setback designator “V” allows for very close
urban spacing of buildings, spacing that is grossly inconsistent with the General
Plan and, consequently, the Valley Center Community Plan.

Special Area Regulator ‘D’ has several Site-Plan criteria that this project fails to
adequately address:

“a. Building Characteristics. The dimensions, color, architectural design
of the proposed buildings and structures shall be compatible and in
keeping with those existing in the designated area.”

The proposed project intends to inject a sweepingly new architectural
treatment to the designated area. The types, dimensions, densities and
architectural design being proposed are not consistent with the Lilac
Triangle.

“b. Building and Structure Placement. The placement of buildings and
structures shall not detract from the visual setting or obstruct significant
views.”

The density and heights of proposed buildings and other architectural
features will dramatically and adversely impact the present rural, natural
and agricultural setting of the area. This impact cannot be mitigated
under the provisions set forth in this specific plan and will deprive existing
residents of their expectation of a rural, natural life style and environment.



“c. Landscaping. The removal of native vegetation shall be minimized
and the replacement vegetation and landscaping shall be compatible with
the vegetation of the designated area and shall harmonize with the
natural landscaping. Landscaping and plantings shall be used to the
maximum extent practicable to screen those features listed in
subsections “d” and “e” of this section and shall not obstruct significant
views, either when installed or when they reach mature growth.”

The project proposes to excavate and fill over 4 million cubic yards of
earth in pursuit of building sites and common areas on a total of 582.2
acres. Nearly all of the native and agricultural vegetation will be removed
and existing agricultural areas will be severely diminished and completely
altered as a result. The proposed plan will leave narrow strips, of so-
called, biological open space that will be of little or no use to wildlife once
other fuel modification requirements are met.

“d. Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas. Any
development involving more than one building or structure shall provide
common access roads and pedestrian walkways. Parking and outside
storage areas shall be screened from view, to the maximum extent
feasible, by existing topography, by the placement of buildings and
structures, or by landscaping and plantings.”

The roadways proposed do not provide adequate ingress and egress for
the proposed housing and commercial areas. The applicant has failed to
provide substantive documentation of legal rights to develop adequate
access routes for evacuation requirements. Further, the trail network
proposed appears to depend on access along Covey Lane, a private
easement for which the applicant has demonstrated no legal right.

“e. Grading. The alteration of the natural topography of the site shall be
minimized and shall avoid detrimental effects to the visual setting of the

designated area and the existing natural drainage system. Alterations of
the natural topography shall be screened from view by landscaping and

plantings which harmonize with the natural landscape of the designated

area, except when such alterations add variety to or otherwise enhance

the visual setting of the designated area.”

As noted earlier, the project proposes to move nearly four and a half
million cubic yards of earth on the 608-acre site, with blasting required for
about 20% of that total. Obviously, this will not result in minimal alteration
and it will detrimentally affect, in the most gross way the visual setting of
this rural, agricultural area.

“f. Signs. The number, size, location, and design of all signs shall not
detract from the visual setting of the designated area or obstruct



significant views. Subsequent to the site plan review and approval, any
alteration to signs other than general maintenance shall be subject to a
new Site Plan or an Administrative Permit.”

The only reference to signage found concerns the monuments at the
entrances to the Project. The monuments description in the specific plan
is more nearly marketing language than specific details about
construction design and materials. A conceptual design is provided, but it
is merely suggestive and provides no assurance that it is consistent with
the Valley Center Design Guidelines. Clearly, the specific plan should
defer to the existing Valley Center Design Guidelines, and those
guidelines should be acknowledged in this plan to direct the
implementation of signage for the project as a whole, but especially for
the commercial areas within the project.

“g. Lighting. The interior and exterior lighting of the buildings and
structures and the lighting of signs, roads and parking areas shall be
compatible with the lighting employed in the designated area.”

Since the designated area is presently rural and agricultural and subject
to the Valley Center Design Guidelines, the Project and its specific plan
should recognize those guidelines as the authority for all lighting
implementation. Generally, little lighting is used in this area presently, so
any change will be a significant departure from what exists and will
severely challenge the present conditions.

The specific plan is ambiguous about the need for a recycled water storage tank.
This tank may, or may not, be part of a major use permit required for the Water
Reclamation Facility. More details and specificity would be helpful.

Another approval needed by the Applicant is for the vacation of two existing
biological open space easements totaling 3.64 acres. These two easements
were at one time considered important set-asides for maintaining regional
biological resources, resources that cannot be turned on and off and still retain
significance. The Applicant will be setting aside over 102 acres of open space for
the same purpose. It would seem prudent and reasonable to include the two
existing easements in addition to the proposed easements for this Project.

Development Standards and Regulations/Design Concept

The Applicant’s specific plan suggests that the Project will help support the
area’s reasonable share of projected population growth. However, that is a
specious assertion given that Valley Center’s reasonable share of growth is 905
dwelling units [only 755 more than the existing General Plan provides] and more
than that number have been accounted for in the plans for the north and south
villages. There is no apparent need for the 1746 units being proposed by the
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Applicant, especially as they are proposed for an area remote from community
infrastructure.

Senior Citizen Neighborhood

Although not apparent to the Applicant, the designation of 468 dwelling units for
an age-restricted Senior Citizen Neighborhood with a 200-bed assisted living
facility could present a significant problem for prospective residents of those units
who may need emergency health care. Presently, emergency services cannot
respond to the Project within the guidelines required for such service. In addition,
the nearest hospital is about 17 miles distant. To have a neighborhood facility for
such a potentially fragile population without emergency medical services close at
hand may prove problematic.

“Another issue is the contention by the Applicant that the addition of kitchens to
the 200 individual units in the Group Residential/Care Facility at the time of
construction would not impact the total number of other dwelling units [1746
dwelling units]. It seems the definition of ‘dwelling unit’ has shifted in this case.
Under current zoning regulations, this defines an apartment. This is an increase
in density of 200 units from the 1746 DU request to a total of 1946 DU'’s. So,
although not counted in the total dwelling units for the Project, they do add,
effectively, 200 dwelling units that would seem to drive the overall density up to
about 3.2 du/ac from 2.9 du/ac. That proposed increase in density results in an
increase in Average Daily Trip traffic generation for the proposed Project. Even
without the kitchens, these units are a density deception.

Town Center/Neighborhood Centers

The bed and breakfast of earlier specific plans has become a substantially sized,
50-bed Country Inn. Commercial square footage has been increased from
75,000 sq. ft. to 90,000 sq. ft. (see 11-10 Table 3: 61,500 sq. ft.— Specialty
Commercial; 28,500 Office). Rather than scaling back the Project for rural
compatibility as the VCCPG has suggested in previous comments, the current
specific plan is expanding and extending commercial and office areas. The
language used to describe these ‘centers’ continues to be vague and loose and
non-specific.

On-site Water Reclamation Facility

There continues to be ambiguity concerning the water reclamation facility being
proposed. The specific plan states that Valley Center Municipal Water District will
direct trucking of wastewater to an off-site treatment facility for the initial
development [presumably phase one], and that wastewater from up to 100
dwelling units may be trucked off-site. However, phase one consists of 350 units,
which may necessitate additional trucking of wastewater over narrow twisting
roads.

The Project will not build a wastewater treatment plant during the initial phase of
development, but, it is not clear from the specific plan when the facility is to be
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built. The current version of the specific plan has reverted to an earlier proposal
of collecting and trucking the effluent to an off-site facility for treatment, making it
unavailable for irrigation. This procedure will add numerous daily trips to and
from the Project, trips that could go on for a lengthy but undetermined period.
The last proposal was to construct a temporary 26,000-foot [5 miles] four —inch
force main sewer line where effluent would be pumped from a temporary
pumping station. While the current specific plan mentions treating the trucked
effluent, it does not mention if the reclaimed water would be transported back to
the Project, which would double the daily trips to and from the Project.

The specific plan has not defined the proposed Project’'s wastewater
management system beyond a platitudinous discussion of top-level options. But,
it does appear that a wastewater reclamation plant for recycling of wastewater is
proposed on-site to the Project. There is no discussion whatsoever on sewage

treatment, leaving an informed reader asking two fundamental questions:
1. If the on-site wastewater plant is only engaged in water recycling, to which

Title 22 level of standard and intended usage is the Applicant proposing

(see table below)? Describe the on-site treatment processes to be

employed.

Table D-1 summarizes the water quality criteria for the four types of recycled water as defined
by the Title 22 Code of Regulations. These water types are: disinfected tertiary; disinfected
secondary 2.2; disinfected secondary 23; and un-disinfected secondary. Table D-2 summarizes
the minima) allowable non-potable uses for each recycled water type. All information contained
in this appendix is adapted from, “California Department of Public Health — Regulations Related
to Recycled Water January 2009.™

Water Type™® Parameier o Quality Criteria®
© Median concentration must not exceed 2.2 MPN/100 mL
. using the last 7 days analyses were completed
Totsl Celiform « Must not exceed 23 MPN/100 mL in more than one
sample in any 30 day period
DMTM& * Must not exceed 240 MPN/100 mL at any time
e Mustmtexpeedwmgemrbidity of 2 NTU within a
(recycled water that has been Turbidity for Filtration Using 24-bour period
oxidized. filtered and Natural Undistarbed Soils ora * Must not exceed 5 NTU more than 5 percent of the time
disinfected) Filter Bed within 2 24-hour period
* Must not exceed 10 NTU at any time
Turbidity for Filtration Using ¢ Must not exceed 0.2 NTU more than 5 percent of the time
Microfiltration, Ultrafiltration, within a 24-hour period
Nanofiltration ar Revere Osmosis + Maust not exceed 0.5 NTU at any time
Disinfected Secondary —2.2 » Median concentration must not exceed 2.2 MPN/100 mL
Total Coliform using the last 7 days analyses were completed
(recycled water that has been * Must not exceed 23 MPN/100 mL in more than one
oxidized and disinfected) sample in any 30 day period
Disinfected Secondary — 23 « Median concentration must not exceed 23 MPN/100 mL
Total Coliform using the last 7 days analyses were completed
(recycled water that has been o Must not exceed 240 MPN/100 mL in more than one
oxidized and disinfected) sample in any 30 day period
Un-disinfected Secondary
(recycled water thathasbeen | -
oxidized but not disinfected)
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2. In what location will sewage treatment occur with a process description of
the level of treatment and methodology for disposal of residual solids
including long-term agreements if other agencies are involved in solid
waste handling?

Residential Component

In the first two drafts of the specific plan, the Applicant claimed an overall density
of 2.9 du/ac, which is apparently the smallest applicable category the County
recognizes for overall density [the calculation is 1746 du divided by 608 acres].
But, that density has been revised in the third draft, and reported to be an overall
density of 2.36 du/ac [the result of dividing 1371 dwelling units on 582.2 acres].
However, that density yield seems specious. The 582.2 acres used in that
calculation include open spaces, roads, parks and schools, areas that do not play
much of a role in the perception of density. Oddly, the 582.2 acres does not
include the areas with the C-34 designation or the 375 du that are a part of it.

Looking at the 375 dwelling units in the Project that occupy 23.8 acres in the C-
34 zoned areas, reveals urban densities in excess of 13 du/ac and, of that total,
nearly 8 ac would have an urban density in excess of 20 du/ac.

And those densities exclude the 200-bed assisted living facility that questionably
doesn't factor into the number of dwelling units.

As we noted in earlier comments, densities of this magnitude [13.8 du/ac and
20.75 du/ac and even the overall density of 2.9 du/ac] are more comparable to
large urban centers than the rural, agricultural areas that surround the Project

property.

Services and Infrastructure (Water, Schools)

The Applicant asserts that it is “looking at” four sources of water to meet the
Projects needs in addition to Valley Center Municipal Water District VCMWD]
water, including “ground water, rain water harvesting, grey water and reclaimed
water.” Apart from the existing water wells on-site for ground water, which will be
subject to VCMWD guidelines that are unexplained, the Applicant is vague about
the other sources and specifically how they will be employed. The Applicant says
cisterns and roof collection systems are “allowed” on single-family dwellings, but
does not commit to employing them. Grey water systems are an “allowed use”,
but there is no commitment to employ them. And, the Applicant suggests the
possibility of obtaining additional treated water from the Moosa Treatment Plant,
although the plant does not have tertiary treatment capability and does not
produce recycled water. This is all too fuzzy for a specific plan.
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The issue of which school districts will be serving the proposed Project continues
to be unresolved. The latest specific plan proposes a twelve-acre site for a K-12
school, but there is no Project Availability Form from Valley Center-Pauma
Unified School District, or Bonsall Union School District agreeing to manage the
school. Further, the Applicant has excluded the Fallbrook Union High School
District from their current specific plan even though the Project is still partially
within that district and potentially will be served by that district. The issues of
school location and school district choice matter because it fundamentally affects
the project’s required traffic study. Are students to go to school in Valley Center
and be bussed or driven over that set of highly impacted roads or are they to go
to school in Bonsall or Fallbrook and be transported that way? Where traffic will
be directed affects where roads will be impacted and need improvement.

Since neither Bonsall nor Valley Center has indicated a willingness to manage an
additional school, the Applicant now suggests that “a private school may desire
to acquire the site for a ‘charter’ school.” It is further suggested that if neither a
public nor private entity is interested in establishing a school, the project may just
place housing on the site currently reserved for the school. How, then, are the
community or other decision makers to know which roads will be impacted and
by how many children (will we need to consider K-12 or just high school
students) or how to evaluate the data provided in the traffic study?

Open Space/Conservation Policies

The Project’s conservation goal of sparing the most sensitive habitats on the
property presents itself well on first hearing. However, as laudable as saving
sensitive habitat is [and it is required], the Project will be excavating and
mounding the remainder of the Project site [that's about 1.5 cubic yards of earth
moved for every square yard of the Project property]. Further, the Applicant has
abandoned the notion of developing any off-site mitigation of sensitive habitat
within close proximity of the MSCP PAMA. So, restoration of habitat could occur
almost anywhere else but the Project site or its immediate neighborhood. This
prospect is dismaying in that the destruction of habitat in Valley Center may lead
to restoration of habitat elsewhere in the county without benefit to Valley Center.

Circulation Goals & Policies/Street System

The circulation goals/policies have changed little from the previous version of the
specific plan, except in one respect. There is apparently no further interest in
integrating private road development in the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan with
existing land uses in the surrounding areas and the regional transportation
network. This appears to mean that the circulation system in the Project will be
effectively closed except for the “Main St.” bypass to West Lilac Road. This has
implications for the Special Area Regulation “D” designation site plan
considerations.

Both figures 14 [Specific Plan Map] and 24 [Project Internal Circulation Map]
show what is available of the internal road system, but continue to fail to show
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residential private roads in any of the residential phases. The maps are unclear
about the connection of the two halves of the Lilac Hills Ranch Road in the
vicinity of Covey Lane. The maps also show a residential private road arrow
traversing over property outside the Project boundary with no explanation of right
of way.

West Lilac Road forms much of the northern border of the Project and is a county
mobility element road. The current specific plan changes the West Lilac Road
Mobility Element Classification from a 2.2C light collector to a 2.2F light collector.
It is unacceptable to make that change to accommodate the aims of the
Applicant to divert traffic through their commercial center along ‘Main St.” without
regard to the existing community. The 2.2C light collector classification provides
better traffic flow and greater traffic capacity because it includes dedicated turn
lanes. These are essential characteristics for a mobility element roadway. The
2.2F light collector classification has a reduced two-foot shoulder, a rolled curb
with graded pathway and a narrow right of way. Figure 25 of the specific plan
shows a street section for the proposed change to West Lilac Road with an 8-foot
minimum meandering pathway alongside. However, the standard should be a 10-
foot minimum pathway.

The same concerns generated by earlier versions of the specific plan regarding
roads that are graded to the natural contours with minimal disturbance to the
natural terrain continue in this version. The lack of rural compatibility and
sensibility in this specific plan extends to the residential architectural standards
as well as the roads.

Community Recreational Elements

The trails network is somewhat changed from previous versions of the specific
plan, but the trail standards for the various types of trails continue to be an issue.
The Project should adopt the trail standards of the Valley Center Trails
Association/County as a way of implementing consistent standards for public
trails throughout the Project. The standards for the Project’s ‘public’ trails allow
the tread area to narrow to as little as 3 feet, an unacceptable width for new
trails.

Conclusion

Surely, the Lilac Hills Ranch Project tramples far too much of the General Plan
and the Community Plans to be approved. The County should instruct the
Applicant to revisit those plans and conform the Project to them. The Applicant’s
General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan—which deviates so greatly from
existing planning law—could, if approved, set a new precedent in San Diego
County land use policy that overrides the intent of the General Plan and severely
diminishes the authority of the community plans. The Applicant must provide the
VCCPG the kinds of specific, detailed information necessary for a reasoned
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evaluation. Most of what we have been presented so far is suggestive,
contingent or conceptual with no intent to commit to a specific plan.

None of the substantive issues requiring resolution identified in either the
October 22, 2012 Valley Center Community Plan comments or the December 10,
2012 Planning and Development Services letter to the Applicant have been
addressed.

Those of us who have read iteration after iteration of the Lilac Hills Ranch
Specific Plan are mystified. We are not seeking unusual or difficult documents.
We wish merely to have this applicant produce the standard studies and
analyses that all past applicants have been required to prepare so we'can
efficiently review the Project for compliance with the Community Plan and the
General Plan. We want the Project to show respect for the General Plan and its
principles. We want a project that will not destroy Valley Center, the lives of our
neighbors and the entire planning process in the County.

Appended 22 October 2012 Comment Letter:

October 22, 2012

To: Mark Slovick
Project Manager

From: Valley Center Community Planning Group

Re: Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
GPA 12-001; SPA 12-001

Introduction

On September 25, 2012, Accretive Investments submitted to the Department of
Planning and Development Services [DPDS] the Specific Plan and tentative
maps for their Lilac Hills Ranch Development. Subsequently the documents
(Plan Text and some maps) were provided to the Valley Center Community
Planning Group for review. The pages that follow provide commentary on the
materials that we have in hand.

The available documents continue to be incomplete and not sufficient for a full
review. Many key elements such as the Traffic Study and other technical reports
are not yet available. We continue to reserve the right to make additional
comments as more key documentation is released to the community. This letter
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and the letters dated June 11, 2012 and July 9, 2012 (both attached) should not
be construed as our “one bite of the apple.”

Furthermore, many of the objections contained in this letter have been raised in
previous reviews. Most have not been addressed by Accretive in the new
iteration of the Specific Plan and so our substantive concems remain. We
continue to be concerned as well by the lack of clarity in most aspects of the plan
and with the absence key documents.

Based on the materials available for review thus far, the Valley Center
Community Planning Group is strongly opposed to the approval or construction
of the Lilac Hills Ranch project. The pages that follow detail our objections to the
Specific Plan. We begin by outlining seven areas that we find critically
important—and that, in themselves, appear to be a strong argument for refusing
the plan. Later in this document we discuss the seven objections in greater detail
along with other, lesser concerns. The seven main objections include:

. The Project is too | ¢ | for Valley Cent it |
improperly located. Placing 1,746 homes and 5,000 people on 608 acres with
densities as high as 8.8 dwelling units per acre is simply incompatible with the
rural location in which the Project has been sited.

2. Roads and Traffic. The nature of the roads that must carry traffic generated
by Lilac Hills Ranch is one of the most fraught and difficult topics associated with
this project. The area has been able to move cars across winding, two lane
roads that pass through hilly landscape only because of its present lack of
density. With the addition of 1,746 homes, the roads will, without extensive new
road construction plus considerable widening and straightening, will be greatly
challenged to handle, safely and efficiently, the additional five thousand
individuals who will populate the development. The county’s limited road
construction budget will be severely taxed—and diverted from other pressing
needs—to provide for the huge influx of automobiles created by Lilac Ranch.
Questions of the cost of road construction, evacuation needs and acquisition of
rights-of-way by the applicant are also extremely serious.

3, Compliance with the General Plan The Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan

threatens to overturn virtually every element in the County’s new General Plan
adopted in 2011 after 12 years of discussion and community involvement,
millions of dollars in government expenditures and countless hours of effort on
the part of local citizens. If the Lilac Hills Ranch Project is allowed to proceed,
one has to question if there is any development that would be rejected because it
violated the General Plan. Exactly what destruction of local communities does
the General Plan prevent?

Infrastructure is expensive. Putting in new

100 ! 2, YVAS 1€ AU NC]]
roads, adding additional lanes to a
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bridge, building a fire station, putting up a new school, installing sewer and waste
treatment plants and building trails all cost large amounts of money. A principal
reason why the General Plan Update strongly favors “compact, town center
developments” while stating that it intends to limit “growth in areas without
adequate roads, water and sewer service” is because of the demands on the
public purse for building these infrastructure items over and over.

Lilac Hills Ranch is seeking to build a city the size of Del Mar that will require an
almost entirely new infrastructure--new roads, schools, sewer systems and a
broad range of other infrastructure items. That a private development could or
would build this expansively strains credulity. The Valley Center Community
Planning Group doubts the viability of this approach.

jty, It is necessary for the Lilac
Hills Ranch project to argue that they are at least potentially able to qualify for
LEEDS certification in order to avoid the General Plan prohibition on Leapfrog
Development. The project, placed as it is miles from the heart of Valley Center,
violates Guiding Principle 2 and General Plan Policy L-1 which defines and
governs Leapfrog Development. Leapfrog Development is defined as Village
densities located away from established Villages or outside established water
and service boundaries. Lilac Ranch Hills /s leapfrog development and it cannot
qualify as a LEEDS community under any reasonable understanding of the
standards.

_6. Agriculture. The General Plan Update has set aside the area where Lilac
Hills Ranch would be built as a place for agriculture and other rural and semi
rural uses. In contrast to the claims made by the Project proponents, the area is
not characterized by historical agricultural activity. Itis a present-day
agricultural area. Avocado, citrus, cactus commercial nurseries and other farm
operations are located in and around the project areas. These agricultural uses
attract insect and fungal infestations which mean that aerial spraying is often
necessary. Spraying would pose a danger to individuals living in the area. On
the other hand, prohibiting spraying would make farming nearly impossible.
Building Lilac Hills Ranch in the area for which it is currently planned would
greatly damage many productive, beautiful and successful agricultural
operations.

One of the most difficult
aspects of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan is the extent to which it makes
misleading claims. They would have us believe that they are building a LEEDS or
equivalent development even though Lilac Hills Ranch violates virtually all
LEEDS standards, that adding 5,000 residents to a rural area actually improves
traffic over narrow winding back roads, that grading and moving 4.3 million cubic
yards of earth (enough to build a path 4 feet wide around the equator) preserves
natural resources and habitat for animals.
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Broader Discussion of the Seven Major Problems.

in the wrong | ion. To
place a city the size of Del Mar in a rural area fundamentally alters the character
of the community in almost every way. It poses major problems for evacuation in
the event of fire (a major issue in a community like Valley Center), complicates
the provision of services and the creation of adequate roads. The development
destroys the quality of life for individuals who already live in that area.

There is nothing remotely like the proposed project in Valley Center. It's size—
608 acres and 1746 dwelling units plus Assisted Living facilities of an
undetermined size—its density—Ilocating up to 8.8 dwelling units per acre on
land that is currently zoned semi-rural by the new General Plan allowing only |
dwelling unit per four acres (400 of the acres) or 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres (132
of the acres)}—and its location of urban densities and infrastructure in an area
long reserved for rural living and agriculture are all wrong for the site they have
selected.

More fundamentally, there is no need for this project in order to provide housing
or services for Valley Center. Valley Center is already accepting and planning for
its share of San Diego County’s growth through 2030 as predicted by SANDAG.
About 25% of that grown will be served by the construction of two compact
Villages built along Valley Center road. Valley Center population will nearly
double from its current 19,000 to 38,000. In preparation for the construction of
these Villages (which are near schools, fire protection, parks and libraries),
Valley Center Road has been widened and improved at a cost of $54,000,000.

Extending sprawl and urban development into agricultural portions of the county
is a mistake—and for what purpose? Valley Center is actively planning and
investing in developments that do a better job of locating homes where
infrastructure and people already exist.

Roads and Traffic

The Roads that exist in and around the site of the Lilac Hills Ranch project are
decidedly small, winding and built to carry the volume of traffic associated with a
relatively unpopulated rural area. The population increment that the Project
proposes will necessitate extensive building, widening and reconfiguring of roads
at great cost.

On October 12, 2012, the North County Times reported that the Board of
Supervisors voted to reduce developer fees (TIF) by half. The fee rates, which
have been a source of criticism from building industry leaders, were set to pay
for $900 million of expected road improvements. According to the North County
Times, “County Officials now say $353 million is needed to support growth
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because the county’s newly approved General Plan favors compact, town-center
development in rural communities and it severely limits growth in areas without
adequate road, water and sewer service.” Approval of the Lilac Hills Ranch
stands in direct opposition to this decision. With the TIF greatly reduced,
compact, contiguous development takes on even greater significance.

In addition to the need to build expensive new roads to carry traffic created by
the development, the Lilac Corridor roads are a critical pathway for evacuation.
In the event of a major fire or other disaster in Valley Center, the Lilac Hills
Ranch development will act like a cork in a wine bottle. Its thousands of
residents will clog the roads preventing the evacuation of residents who live in
more central areas of Valley Center. Even costly new roads will likely not be
sufficient to safely move the volume of traffic that will crowd them should
evacuation be necessary.

The Specific Plan cites goals for its circulation plan that are clearly not met by the
roads it would construct. The goals call for a safe and efficient circulation system
but Figure 24 in the Specific Plan presents a circulation map that is highly
inefficient. The connections between the northern and southern pods of the
Project are tenuous. It is unclear that sufficient easements are in place to allow
any connection between the north and south pods. The Project’s entrance and
exit in the south pod along Mountain Ridge Road is questionable in terms of legal
access. Residential roads throughout the Project are only indicated by suggested
starting points rather than mapped placements. It seems that the applicant is
seeking the entitlements to build this Project without providing the details needed
to evaluate the impact of the entitlements.

The Traffic Impact Study necessary to evaluate traffic and circulation impacts has
yet to be provided. While it is clear that new roads will be constructed,
considerable mystery surrounds what will be done and what traffic loads will be
accommodated. Thus, the Specific Plan is lacking in adequate detail to enable
proper analysis of the compliance of the proposed road network with county
standards. In addition, the Valley Center context map incorrectly shows Road 3A
as passing through the project. Road 3-A was deleted from the General Plan last
year and should be removed from all maps of the area. The Valley Center
Community Planning Group asks that the Traffic study be provided at the earliest
date possible because it is key to a clear analysis of traffic impacts.

The private roads described in the Specific Plan and Master Tentative Map have
several road intersection designs that pose safety concerns. Further, in the
Specific Plan and Master Tentative Map the applicant is asserting legal rights to
road easements on Private Roads for which the applicant likely does not have
rights to access or use.

Traffic Impact and Traffic Impact Study
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The September 2012 second draft of the Specific Plan is the first release to the
public by the County of any information that enables even rough order of
magnitude (ROM) sizing of vehicular traffic generated by this proposed
commuter, high density, urban development not serviced by transit facilities and
nearly 20 miles from the nearest SANDAG designated Employment Center.

Using SANDAG Mixed Use Trip Generation Model V4 for Average Daily Trip
(ADT) generation, it becomes apparent that approximately 31,000 average daily
trips (ADT) will be generated. The 31,000 trips are 9 times the current 3,500
ADT load that moves on Circulation element roads with current land use and
residential pattern. If roads must carry this new volume of traffic they will require
extensive off site public road improvements to avoid Level of Service F
conditions. (See Appendix A for detail on the application of the Mixed Use
Generation Model V.4)

Because of circulation patterns that will include Valley Center and Bonsall
schools and other daily commutes, the Traffic Impact Study Area must include an
area that covers roughly SR-76 to the north, Valley Center Road and Lake
Wohliford Road on the east, Castle Creek/Gopher Canyon to the south, and East
Vista Way in Bonsall to the West. The schools that may service the Project and
an outline of the proposed Traffic Impact Study Area are below:
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Traffic Impact Study Area Zone
A - Fallbrook High School

B - Bonsall Middle School

C- Bonsall Elementary School
D- Lilac Elementary (VC)

E- VC Middle School

F- VC High School

G- VC Primary School
H-VC Elementary School

Vauras
Veltey

The Valley Center Community Planning Group requests that the County require

that the Traffic Impact Study Area be as broad as indicated above and that the
County release such Traffic Impact Study for Public Review immediately.
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Safety Concerns

In West v County of San Diego et.al. 37-2008-00058195-CU-PO-NC, the County
is being sued for defective design of the intersection of Covey Lane at West Lilac
Road resulting in a vehicular fatality on August 9, 2007.

The Applicant is proposing multiple traffic designs that have systemic safety
issues far greater than West alleges. The private roads described in the Specific
Plan and Master Tentative Map have multiple road intersections and designs that
raise safety concerns.

For example, the Applicant’s proposed use of Covey Lane as an “Interim Public
Road” 600 feet from the intersection of West Lilac Road (as indicated in the
Tentative Master Map) along with dramatically increasing Average Daily Trips at
the intersection is a major safety issue. There is a very limited sight line at this
intersection. At the level of traffic the Applicant is proposing, extensive off site
improvements to West Lilac Road and the addition of a traffic signal or similar
controls are likely required. The Applicant has not provided for these measures
in his design. :

There is an additional safety issue of major concern with the Applicant’s
proposed integration of the existing Covey Lane Private Road with the “Covey
Lane 600 foot Interim Public Road.” The merger of the existing 40’ private road
with the Public Road appears not to conform to road design standards.

The Applicant’s proposed use of Mountain Ridge as a Private Road, 3800 feet to
the intersection of Circle R Road (as indicated in the Tentative Master Map)
along with increasing the average daily trips at the intersection more than two
orders of magnitude, is another major safety concern. There is an extremely
limited sight line at this intersection. At the level of traffic the Applicant is
proposing, extensive off site improvements to Circle R Road and addition of a
traffic signal or similar controls are likely required. Again, the Applicant has not
provided for these measures in his design.

The Applicant’s proposed 500-foot transit of Lilac Hills Ranch Road across APN
128-290-78-00 and intersecting Covey Lane (See page IlI-6 of the Specific Plan)
and the increase in average daily trips at the intersection by more than three
orders of magnitude is a major safety issue. There is less than a 100-foot sight
line at this intersection. At the level of traffic the Applicant is proposing,
extensive off site improvements to the existing Covey Lane Private Road and
addition of a traffic signal or similar controls are required, unless the Applicant is
proposing an elevated bridge.

The use of traffic circles (at these dimensions and traffic volumes the Institute of
Traffic Engineering defines these as Traffic Circles, not “Roundabouts”) to merge
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the Applicant’s proposed “New West Lilac Road” with the existing West Lilac
Road as indicated in the Tentative Master Map appears more driven by the
desire to minimize the amount of land dedicated to public road use and the
avoidance of the non-recurring and recurring cost of traffic signals than it does
with public safety. There is a safety concern with this proposed use of traffic
circles because of the lack of information and experience and documented safety
data for similar designs in San Diego County. The Valley Center Community
Planning Groups asks that the County perform Safety and Traffic Load analyses
of these Traffic Circles as designed and release the results to the Public for
review at the earliest possible date. In fact, the Valley Center Community
Planning Group requests that the County perform Safety and Traffic Load
analyses on all of these safety concerns and share them with the public at the
earliest possible date.

Legal Rights for Private and Public Road Easements.
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On February 7, 2011, the County issued the Applicant the following instructions
regarding Easements in the Pre Application Scoping Letter MPA_10-25:

4.

Off-Site Grading for Public and/or Private Road iImprovements

To allow for public and/or private improvements for areas outside the boundary of
this subdivision along Interstate 15, Old Highway 395, West Lilac Road, proposed
Mobility Element Road 3A, Birdsong Drive, Covey Lane, Mountain Ridge Road,
Nelson Way, Rodriguez Road, and other roads in the vicinity of the project site, the
following shall be completed:

It is the applicant's responsibility to provide suitable evidence that offsite
improvements including grading, dedications, grants (if any), and easements can be
accomplished without resorting to County of San Diego assistance. This evidence
can be provided in several forms (provide a letter of explanation with the below
forms) used:

e A Title Report showing applicant has the right to construct improvements along
with a Title Company Guarantee ($20,000) acknowledging those rights;

o Recorded Grant Deed or Recorded Right To Purchase for the area where
improvements are to be constructed;

e Other evidence satisfactory to the County that clearly shows an existing and
continuing right to construct the required improvements.

The applicant's evidence must also show the ability to have any existing utility
easements subordinated to the new Public Easement (if any) as per County
Subdivision Ordinance. The foregoing must be accomplished to the satisfaction of
DPLU and DPW prior to DPW wiiting final requirements for this project.

Provide a Map, to Engineer's scale, which clearly indicates any off-site road
Easements/Dedications/Letters of Permmission to Grade/lmprove to be acquired,
existing 1.0.D.s, existing Public Road Easements, etc. Letters of Permission to
Grade/lmprove must be notarized. Please note that existing off-site road easements
may need to be expanded to accommodate road widening required by the project.
The ultimate right-of-way width required would be determined through the results of
a traffic study.

A coalition of concerned property owners and a surveyor retained by the property
owners have done extensive research into road easements asserted by the
Applicant in the Specific Plan (SP) and Master Tentative Master Map (TM).

In the Master Tentative Master Map, we believe that the Applicant has placed
Roads in locations for which he has no Legal Rights. Those roads are:

1) Mountain Ridge Private Road. On Sheet 8 of the Temporary Map and in the
Specific Plan, the Applicant has indicated the implementation of future road
improvements and use of Mountain Ridge as a private road for purposes of traffic
circulation for his Development. On Sheet 2 “Existing Easements” and Sheet 3
“Easement Notes”, the Applicant has referenced no road easements for use of
Mountain Ridge beyond the boundaries of his proposed subdivision. Detailed
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analysis of the Title for APN’s 129-300-09 and 129-300-10 has indicated that
there are no Easements for usage of Mountain Ridge from the proposed
Subdivision Boundary and 3800 feet southerly until the intersection with Circle R
Road.

The Valley Center Community Planning Group requests that the Department of
Planning and Development Services [DPDS] obtain Certified Legal Road
Easements from the Applicant for Mountain Ridge consistent with Item 4 in the
2/7/111 Letter MPA 10-25 and release the information for public review in the near
future.

2) Six hundred foot Covey Lane west of West Lilac as a public road. On Sheet 8
of the Tentative Map and in the Specific Plan, the Applicant has indicated the
implementation of a future approximate 600-foot Covey Lane Public Road for
purposes of connecting West Lilac Road to his proposed Subdivision on APN
129-010-68 of his proposed Subdivision. On Sheet 2 “Existing Easements” and
Sheet 3 “Easement Notes”, the Applicant makes no claim of an existing Road
Easement Right for this location.

3) Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate. On Sheet 8 of the Tentative Map and in the
Specific Plan text the Applicant refers to an “Existing 30-foot Irrevocable Offer To
Dedicate” and indicates moving water meters and fences on APN’s 129-010-83
and 129-010-84 which are privately owned and outside the Applicant’s proposed
Subdivision.

An Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate (I0OD) to dedicate 30 feet of road easement was
offered to the County and rejected for use August 29, 2000 via Subdivision Map
TM 18536. The 10D granted and rejected by the County does not fully connect
to the east to West Lilac Road. Additionally this IOD probably conflicts with the
Covey Land 40 foot Private Road Easement Agreement 79-539700 recorded
December 28, 1979.

Accretive does not have legal rights for the “Covey Lane (Pub) road depicted in
Sheet 8 of TM5571 RPL 1. The IOD for an approximate 30 feet of road
easement is property of the County and Accretive cannot use these rights without
resorting County of San Diego assistance, violating a condition previously
imposed on Accretive by the County.

There is no valid 10D for the “COVEY LANE (PUB)” as represented by the
Applicant on Sheet 8 of TM 5571 RPL 1. If there is a valid IOD, it would be
property of the County of San Diego, not the Applicant.

The Valley Center Community Planning Group requests that the Department of

Development and Planning Services obtain Certified Legal Easements from the
Applicant that enable the 600-foot Covey Lane Public Road consistent with ltem
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4 in the 2/7/11 Letter MPA 10-25 and release the information for public review in
the near future.

4) Covey Lane Private Road Easement. Extensive research has concluded that
the 40-foot Private Road Easement for Covey Lane was created by Private Road
Easement Agreement 79-539700 recorded December 28, 1979, and has not
been modified or superseded.

While the Applicant has rights as an “heir or assignee” to this 12/28/79
agreement for properties that he owns, there are eleven other current “heirs and
assignees” that would need to grant the Applicant additional rights to use Covey
Lane as the Applicant has described in the Specific Plan and represented in the
Temporary Map.

Therefore, the Applicant does not have the right to overburden Covey Lane with
any traffic from the Applicant’'s proposed Subdivision, including intersecting
Covey Lane with Lilac Hills Ranch Road as proposed on SP page [lI-6 Item 2
“Private Roads” b) “Off-site Private Road Improvements” i) “Lilac Hills Ranch
Road’.”

The Valley Center Community Planning Group requests that the DPDS obtain
Certified Legal Easements from the Applicant for Covey Lane Private Road
consistent with Item 4 in the 2/7/11 Letter MPA 10-25 and release the information
for Public review in the near future.

5) Rodriguez Road — Property Owners have not yet done an assessment of
Easement Rights asserted by the Applicant on the Rodriguez Private Road.

The Valley Center Community Planning Group (VCCPG) requests that the DPDS
obtain Certified Legal Easements from the Applicant for the Applicant’s intended
use of Rodriguez Road (Private) consistent with Item 4 in the 2/7/11 Letter MPA
10-25 and release the information for Public review in the near future.

Compliance with the General Plan

The San Diego County General Plan is based on 10 guiding principles. Itis
difficult to understand why the Lilac Hills Ranch is receiving such serious
consideration when it appears to violate each of them. The 10 are:

Guiding Principles

The General Plan maps, goals and policies, and implementation programs are based on a set of
ten interrelated principles that provide guidance for accommodating future growth while
retaining or enhancing the County’s rural character, its economy, its environmental resources,
and its unique communities. The ten Guiding Principles are:

1. Support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth.
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2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and planned
infrastructure, services, and jobs in a compact pattern of development.

3. Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of existing communities when
planning new housing, employment, and recreational opportunities.

4. Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and habitats
that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance.

5. Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of the
land.

6. Provide and support a multi-modal transportation network that enhances connectivity and
supports community development patterns and, when appropriate, plan for development which
supports public transportation.

7. Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas emissions
that contribute to climate change.

8. Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character, and open
space network.

9. Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new
development.

10. Recognize community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

To anyone who has carefully read the Accretive submission, it appears that they
have designed a project that would violate each of these ten principles. Their
Specific Plan only purports to address and show consistency with the goals of
the General Plan. The project is not located near existing or planned
infrastructure, services and jobs in a compact pattern of development (#2). The
proposed project is compact only in the sense that 1746 units are compressed
into a 608 acre project site which is presently zoned for around 110 units.

The Project certainly does not reinforce the vitality and individual character of the
existing community (#3) in the area the proponent has selected. The west of
Valley Center is and has long been an area of agriculture and rural homes. The
building of schools and homes would take away those uses. The aerial spraying
that often accompanies and is necessary for robust plant growth would have to
stop if confronted with dense residential development.

The Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan does not promote environmental stewardship
that protects the natural resources of the region nor ensure that development
accounts for the physical constrains of the land. (# 4 and 5). The Project will
move 4.4 million cubic yards of earth on a 608-acre site destroying land contours
and natural resources and not respecting the physical constraints of the land.
Cutting and filling, on average, one and a half cubic yards of earth for every
square yard of the project’s surface is not a recipe for the Applicant to “integrate,
maintain, or preserve” the major physical features of the site nor “preserve
natural resources...and enhance connectivity to community development
patterns”. The results will be to completely disturb and reshape the landscape to
suit the high density of housing proposed leaving only narrow corridors for wildlife
transit and connectively.
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There is no multi-modal transportation network that enhances connectivity. The
project will require its residents to commute to jobs in San Diego or Temecula
thereby adding to Greenhouse gases. (#6 and 7) The commercial areas of the
development will generate only a small number of low-paying retail jobs and even
fewer relatively low-paying senior health/maintenance jobs. Few, if any, of these
jobs would be capable of supporting a mortgage on the housing the applicant
proposes to build. There will be increased daily trips for these workers as they
travel to and from their homes and for residents of Lilac Hills Ranch as they
commute to employment centers in Escondido, Temecula, Vista, and Oceanside.
The 75,000 square feet of commercial mixed-use space will not provide the array
of services and retail opportunities required by a Del Mar-sized town of over 5000
residents. And, that makes this project one that distinctly does not encourage
“non-automobile mobility.”

The Project certainly will not preserve agriculture having selected as its site one
of the richest agricultural regions of Valley Center nor will it minimize public costs
of infrastructure and services. (# 8 and 9). Although the Applicant claims in the
Specific Plan to have “worked” collaboratively with the Valley Center Community
and in fact that “the project was extensively redesigned in response to the
comments and issues raised during the meetings and workshops held over the
past several years”, this is simply not so. To the contrary the applicant has
cherry picked supporters and held “private” meetings while specifically excluding
those who question the project, some of whom are the community’s elected
officials. (#10)

The Lilac Ranch Specific Plan raises major questions about the extent to which
the County of San Diego values and is prepared to defend its General Plan,
2011.

Services and Infrastructure (Water, Schools, Fire, Waste

Treatment

Lilac Ranch will require virtually all new infrastructure. We have considered
roads at considerable length and noted the problems associated with them.
Much the same picture applies to schools, water, fire protection and waste
treatment.

Schools. It is unclear where students who live in Lilac Ranch will attend school.
The Specific Plan notes that there will be an 11.2-acre site on which to build a K-
8 school. Despite the claims made by the applicant, there is no Project Facility
Availability Form from Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District, Bonsall
Union School District, or Fallbrook Union School District attached to the Specific
Plan. There is no indication of support from any district for the suggestions made
in the Specific Plan.
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If a new school was built, none of the three districts has indicated interest in
managing the new facility on the Project site. Valley Center-Pauma USD has one
school that is presently vacant and so, certainly, adding a remote school site to
Valley Center-Pauma would constitute a substantial and unnecessary expense
for that school district.

If no school is built in Lilac Ranch Hills, students would either be bussed or
transported by parent to existing schools, not only for grades K-8 but also for
grades 9-12. Such an arrangement would have an impact on district bussing
costs. It would also impact traffic flows through the Valley Center and
Bonsall/Fallbrook areas and must be addressed in the traffic study for the
Project. It appears that a new school in the project is not sought by any of the
neighboring school districts but it would serve to reduce trips across roads ill
equipped to handle them. As in other aspects of the project, exactly how primary
education will be managed remains unclear and likewise the impacts associated
with moving students to schools in nearby communities are undefined.

Fire. The Lilac Hills Ranch Fire Protection Plan relies on the Deer Springs Fire
Protection District (DSFPD) and CALFIRE to provide fire protection. According to
the DSFPD Project Facility Availability Form in the Appendix of the Specific Plan,
there is no fire protection available for the Project for the next five years (the
length of time for consideration called out by the form). Further, the applicant has
measured the emergency response times from the CALFIRE Miller Station
adjacent to the Project. However, that station is seasonally manned and does
not have assigned paramedic units. DSFPD says the correct primary response
station is Station 2 on Circle R Road which is five miles distant from the primary
entrance to the Project, making emergency response considerably longer than
the time required by law.

Water and Waste Water.” The Applicant suggests that the Valley Center
Municipal Water District (VCMWD) is able to serve the Project but mentions none
of the conditions or limitations contained in the Project Facility Availability Form in
the Appendix of the Specific Plan. They cited several conditions that are not
specifically addressed in the Specific Plan. The applicant continues to suggest
that recycling wastewater for use irrigating landscaping is only a goal but
VCMWD has said it is a requirement. The Plan should acknowledge this
requirement. The applicant says the Project will supplement recycled water with
well water, claiming that 90% of the neighboring properties don’t use well water
since they are served by VCMWD. However, those neighboring property owners
may be using well water as a supplementary source for irrigation of agricultural
crops just as the applicant proposes.

1 The Valley Center Planning Group was notified 22 Oct 2012, that the Valley Center
Municipal Water District voted to provide water to the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch
project pursuant to the conditions listed in their Project Facility Availability form.
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Since the Valley Center Municipal Water District (VCMWD) has indicated that it
does not have the facilities near the site to serve the project within the next five
years (see Specific Plan Appendix, Project Facility Availability Form — Water), the
applicant will have to build new pipelines, treatment and recycling facilities to
serve the Project. While LEED 2009-ND allows for such construction, the
intention of the standard is to allow it in urban infill areas to extend existing
infrastructure. In this case, the new construction is being proposed for a green
field, rural agricultural area, which is expressly discouraged by LEED 2009-ND.

Again in this section of the Specific Plan the applicant continues to use
equivocating language that suggests recycling of wastewater for onsite irrigation
“...could possibly then be used to irrigate all of the common areas, front and rear
yards of residential homes and potentially be available as a backup water supply
system in the event of major fires.” The question becomes, will it happen or not?
The language suggests, at the very least, there is much uncertainty whether or
not such a system will be in place. However, VCWMD has said it must be in
place in order to meet the water demands of the Project.

The Project will not build a wastewater treatment plant during the initial phases of
development. The initial proposal was that wastewater would be collected and
trucked to an offsite facility for treatment, making it unavailable for use as
irrigation water. This procedure would have added numerous daily trips to and
from the Project, trips which could go on for a lengthy but undetermined period.
The most recently revised map now proposes installing a temporary 26,000 foot
(5 miles) four inch (4”) force main sewer line where effluent will be pumped from
a temporary pumping station in Phase |. The temporary force main will be buried
two to three feet below current grade, transiting from Phase |, southerly through
the project, across Mountain Ridge and then down Circle R to the Moosa Canyon
treatment plant. There is a significant risk to sensitive habitat and streams if
there is a break or rupture in the line. The Waste water Treatment Plan and
Recycling Facility is currently planned for construction in phase 3. To avoid
environmental damage, phase three, or at least the Water Treatment Plant and
Recycling Facility should be moved up the priority list for construction.

There are other facilities and services that Lilac Hills Ranch will require—
recycling, emergency medical services to name but two--but the pattern of
problems is the same. Public agencies are unable to provide the required
service within the foreseeable future and the Project is unclear about how it will
proceed under the conditions that the Project confronts. These problems are not
unexpected in a project that seeks to create so many facilities and services on
such a large scale.

Leeds and Sustainable/Walkable communities.

31



It is necessary for the Lilac Hills Ranch project to argue that they are at least
potentially able to qualify for LEEDS certification in order to avoid the General
Plan prohibition on Leapfrog Development. The project, placed as it is, miles
from the heart of Valley Center, violates General Plan Guiding Principle 2 and
General Plan Policy L-1, which defines and governs Leapfrog Development.
Leapfrog Development is defined as Village densities located away from
established Villages or outside established water and service boundaries.
Leapfrog Development standards do not apply to new villages that are designed
to be consistent with the Community Development Model, that provide necessary
services and facilities and that are designed to meet the LEED-Neighborhood
Development Certification. The LEEDS-ND 2009 standards are important for
Lilac Hills to reach so that it will not be considered (and prohibited) as leapfrog
development. The criteria for LEEDS certification are as follows:

* LEED 2009 for ND Project Checklist:

Prerequisite 1- Smart Location

Prerequisite 2- Imperiled Species and Ecological Communities
Prerequisite 3 - Wetland and Water Body Conservation
Prerequisite 4- Agricultural Land Conservation

Prerequisite 5- Flood Plain Avoidance

Preferred Locations 10 pts
Locations with Reduced Automobile Dependence 7 pts
Housing and Job Proximity 3 pts
Steep Slope Protection 1 pts

Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body Conservation 1 pt
Long-term Conservation Management of Habitat or Wetlands/ Water Bodies 1 pt

The LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development web-site says,” This rating
system is designed primarily for the planning and development of new green
neighborhoods, whether infill sites or new developments proximate to diverse
uses or adjacent to connected and previously developed land. Many infill
projects near transit will be in urban areas, which help direct growth into places
with existing infrastructure and amenities.

It is clear from this list of standards and explanation that Lilac Hills Ranch is not
truly designed with any of them in mind. Their Specific Plan does claim to be
LEED 2009-ND compliant but fails to meet the perquisites for the first 5
categories of compliance. The quote from the LEED 2009 Neighborhood
Development Rating System suggests that the applicant does not understand the
requirements for a LEED 2009-ND project. The Smart Location and Linkage
prerequisites include smart location, avoidance of imperiled species and
ecological communities, wetland and water body conservation, agricultural land
conservation and flood plain avoidance. This project fails to meet four of the five
prerequisites for a green LEED 2009-ND project. Regardless of how much the
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new construction addresses green processes and materials, it fails to meet the
basic location requirements.

With regard to the structure of neighborhoods, Leeds guidelines say, “The
neighborhood, as laid out in LEED-ND, is in contrast to sprawl development
patterns, which create pod-like clusters that are disconnected from surrounding
areas.” The Lilac Hills Ranch Project is characteristic of sprawl development by
being proposed for current agricultural lands, making extensive grading
alterations that will disturb both agriculture and wildlife, and impinging on
wetlands with roads and urban runoff. It's one achieved prerequisite is that it is
not proposed for a flood plain. The three pod-like “neighborhoods” of the Project
are barely connected in terms of distance and boundaries. Questions regarding
roads and transit access make the claim for smart location even harder for this
Project to achieve. The Project site is not a preferred location under the
evaluation criteria. Many of the other claims for compliance with LEED ND
requirements are misinterpreted or incorrect.

The guidelines continue, “This compact form of development will locate housing
close to retail, services, schools, and jobs, allowing for the preservation of an
increased amount of open space, natural habitat and agriculture that will
contribute to the retention of the rural setting and lifestyle of the adjacent
community.” The footprint of the Lilac Hills Ranch project is not compact by any
measure. And, rather than preserving more open space, it is doing the opposite
by proposing to build with urban density on existing green field agricultural and
low density residential land. And, thereby, destroying open-space and the rural
setting and lifestyle that it purports to preserve.

The goal of a mixed-use pedestrian-oriented sustainable community is defeated
from the start by the stretched, amoebic shape of the Project which extends from
north to south for over two miles and from east to west for over three quarters of
a mile. Further, the Project is nearly severed near the middle by properties not
included in the Project. This shape drives the developer to make three
“community nodes” to claim walkability distances of the recommended half mile
radius. However, taken together, the Project inhabitants will have to walk well
over a mile to get from end to end of the Project. The three commercial nodes
for a walkable community would not be necessary if the project area was more
regular and compact rather than stretched out and discontinuous.

The two smaller commercial “neighborhood centers” seem intended to address
the ‘walkability’ requirement of the LEED 2009-ND standards. However, neither
of these centers will be adequate to satisfy the needs of prospective residents,
requiring them to travel, likely by car, to other stores most likely outside the
project to a distant commercial zone

The claim that Lilac Ranch Hills augments the area adjacent to I-15 is incorrect.
This Project will supplant an existing agricultural/rural residential low-density
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usage with a high-density, urban pod development that relates to nothing
surrounding it. The commercial/mixed use areas will not provide enough
employment or the quality of employment needed by residents to significantly
reduce average daily trips. Neither will those commercial areas significantly
reduce trips for residents outside of the Project because there will not be the
diversity of services needed to accomplish that goal. In the end, this Project fails
to balance population, housing needs, open space, agriculture and infrastructure
because it attempts to create an isolated urban project with an outsized
population density compared to the area now, with only a shadow of an
acknowledgement of the present agricultural and open space uses.

There are no circumstances under which the presently proposed project can
successfully “incorporate and encourage low impact development and
sustainable practices” at the proposed Project site. At every turn, this Project will
have tremendous impacts on the current and planned Lilac Triangle agriculture
and rural residential uses because its proposed urban structure is inherently
incompatible with present uses and development patterns.

The applicant refuses to acknowledge those impacts and instead wants to
mitigate them by offering up token patches of orchard and remnant strips of open
space. To accomplish this urbanization of the Lilac Triangle, will require the
applicant to install urban services onsite, none of which fulfill the intent of low
impact and sustainable development practices. The applicant is planning to build
the entire infrastructure needed to support such a large and dense project
because none of it presently exists, a condition that runs counter to the
requirements of LEED 2009-ND and virtually all other serious green and
sustainable building standards. Those are standards the San Diego County
General Plan purports to support. Recycling centers, schools, recreational
facilities, roads, and utilities are all the sorts of infrastructure that exist in the
County’s incorporated cities and are desirable for the kind of infill development
that this Project should be. To build new infrastructure for this kind of Project
defeats the entire concept of green and sustainable development and makes a
mockery of County support for green and sustainable development.

Agriculture

The Project calls the Lilac Triangle an area of “historical agricultural activities” but
the chart presented below indicates that Agriculture is flourishing in the area
today. The Britsch cactus farm ships rare specimens all over the world and
provides high-grade cactus to numerous retail operations. Archie’s Acres
produces organic produce and trains returning veterans, many of whom have
Traumatic Stress Disorder, in organic and hydroponic techniques that provide
both therapy and a means of useful employment. Citrus, avocados, tropical
plants, proteas and eucalyptus, palms, tangerines, flowers, pomegranates, and
orchids all flourish in the area.
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Modern technology could enhance agriculture here as well. The remoteness of
the area lends itself to solar arrays and wind generation, both quite compatible
uses in agricultural area. Grapes for wine—a new industry in Valley Center—
could also thrive on the hills and steep slopes of this area.

Without question, it is the intention of the Valley Center Community and the
Valley Center Community Planning Group that the rugged, remote and fire prone
areas in its western areas should remain as large parcels in agriculture while the
core of the town—represented by the North and South Villages—should accept
planned development and services.

Lilac Ranch Hills will not augment the area adjacent to I-15. This Project will
supplant an existing agricultural and rural residential low-density usage with a
high-density, urban pod development that relates to nothing surrounding it. It will
have tremendous impacts on current and planned Lilac Triangle agriculture and
rural residential uses because its proposed urban structure is inherently
incompatible with present uses and development pattems. Why should area
farmers give up their livelihood to allow a high density, high impact project? Why
should taxpayers support the creation of new infrastructure built almost from
scratch that destroys the areas natural features?

The map below, painstakingly created by a Valley Center resident marks with
pink and yellow flags many of the areas of active agriculture in and in the
immediate vicinity of the Lilac Hills Ranch project, There are more than 100 of
them that range from small family businesses to major commercial agricultural
enterprises. Following the map is a list the growers currently active in the area of
Lilac Hills Ranch
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Location Agricultural Product Owner/Business Name
1 Cactus Britsch - Western Cactus
2 Avocados Purdy
3 Lemons/Avocados Covey Farms
4 Avocados Accretive
5 Figs Padilla Guadalupe
6 Cactus Richard Thompson
7 Avocados Accretive
8 JR Organic Farms (Produce) Accretive
9 Flowers
10 Avocados
11 Proteas Accretive
12 Worm Castings
13 Flowers LaChapelle
14 Avocados & Palms
15 Wholesale Nursery & Green Houses
16 Flowers
17 Avocados
18 Cactus Far West
19 Cactus & greenhouses Altman Plants
20 Avocado Groves (very large grove)

21 Avocados & citrus

22 Avocados (Calavo growers)

23 Avocados

24 Cactus & succulents

25 Tropical Plants Ben's Subtropicals
26 Proteas & Eucalyptus

27 Greenhouse - succulents

28 Flowers

29 Avocados & citrus

30 Organic Produce & Hydroponic G.H. Archies Acres Farms
31 avocado

32 palms (shade cloth greenhouses
33 avocado/citrus

34 citrus

35 king paims

36 avocados

37 avocados

38 succulents & green houses

39 tangerines

40 avocados

41 citrus

42 avocados

43 avocados

44 flowers

45 JR Organic Farms (Produce)
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46 greenhouses

47 avocado, citrus & flowers
48 avocados

49 avocados & Kiwis

50 avocados

51 avocados

52 avocados

53 produce

54 flowers

55 avocados

56 flowers

57 produce

58 avocados

59 avocados

60 avocados Kamp Kuper Youth Retreat Ctr.
61 avocados

62 pomegranates/avocados
63 cactus/green houses

64 Avocados/pomegranates/ loquats
65 avocados

66 avocados

67 pomegranates

68 palm nursery

69 avocados

70 avocados

71 Wholesale Nursery

72 Palm Nursery

73 Eucalyptus

74 avocados

75 avocados

76 avocados

77 palm nursery

78 green houses Euro American
79 avocados

80 avocados

81 avocados

82 avocados

83 palm/cactus/omamentals Poncianos nursery
84 avocados

85 avocados

86 avocados

87 avocados

88 avocados

89 avocados

90 avocados

91 avocados

92 avocados

93 quarry (rocks)
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94 avocados

95 palm nursery

96 orchids Reids Orchids
97 flowers

98 citrus

99 citrus

100 avocados

101 Sunnataran Residence Retreat

Twists of meaning and lack of clarity in the plan

As is apparent from what has already been presented, The Lilac Hills Ranch plan
is not what it purports to be. Arguments the plan advances seem to assume that
making an assertion gives it truth. They talk about “sustainability”, environmental
sensitivity, being compatible with the surrounding community, preserving
significant portions of the existing on site resources, being a LEEDS-ND
community, being compatible with the San Diego County General Plan’s ten
guiding principles. Close examination of what they actually intend to do makes it
clear that what they say and what is actually planned are quite different.

For example, the Plan says, “The overall objective is to provide an
environmentally sensitive, residential community compatible with the character of
the surrounding area while preserving significant portions of the existing on-site
sensitive resources, including eighty-five percent of the wetlands in open space
easements.” (See p. 41, 11-3)This statement is absurd given the degree to which
the applicant intends to modify the environment and character of the area (from
agricultural and natural to urban; from rolling hills and steep slopes to artificial
contours; from one dwelling unit per 2,4, & 10 acres to as many as 8.8 dwelling
units per acre.)

Quoting from the General Plan that “sustainability is a key theme” and making
that a goal of the Project merely mouths the words without delivering a design
that addresses sustainability for a rural, agricultural site.

They argue that adding 1746 homes and 5,000 residents to a rural back country
area will improve traffic and they take as part of their planning for circulation,
roads that they have no entitlement to use.

While the material that has been released indicates that there will be 1746
homes, there will also be 200 patient beds in the Assisted Living Facility—which
will be in addition to the 1746 units. These beds will have a significant impact on
traffic because of visitation, staff and deliveries.

They distort their claims when distortion is helpful to the argument. They claim,
for example, that the project site is one-half mile from the 1-15 without noting that
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road construction along the route the crow files is impossible because of a
mountainous ridge which would make any road that accessed the 1-15
considerably longer than %2 mile.

They talk about a “walkable village” when the site spreads over two square miles
and requires three retail nodes in order to be even remotely walkable. The
applicant has taken the position that such an oddly shaped and sized Project is
“compact”’ and “efficient”. But this is merely the kind of false speak that attempts
to misdirect attention from reality

The applicant is planning to build the entire infrastructure needed to support such
a large and dense project because none of it presently exists, a condition that
runs counter to the requirements of LEED 2009-ND and virtually all other serious
green and sustainable building standards. Yet they claim to be LEEDS 2009 ND
compliant.

The Project will generate only a small number of low paying retail jobs and the
75,000 square feet of commercial mixed use space will not meet the community’s
shopping needs. The Project, counter to the assertions of Lilac Ranch Hills
planners, distinctly does not encourage non-automobile mobility.

There are also problems with the slope calculations that are contained in the
Specific Plan.
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* Land Use Plan — As can be seen in the ma below, the

assertion by the applicant that the Project site consists of “gentle topography”

“and that “97.6% of the property is less than 25 percent slope per the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO) steep slope calculations” is incorrect and must be
recalculated by County staff. Slopes that are mapped with 10 foot contours show
many fewer 25% slopes than do County Standard slopes and this is exactly what
Lilac Hills Ranch Planners have done.

Beyond concerns expressed here about what we have been told, there are
issues of concern in the information that has yet to be supplied. We have
mentioned the lack of a Traffic study, which is critical to understand the roads,
but much else is missing. For example, we have not yet seen a Soils Report.
There is the potential for blasting on the site that will last for an undetermined
period of time (Will it be 6 days or 6 months?) Given that this area has granite
rock, putting substantial amounts of silica into the air has serious health
implications. The Soils Report will help determine the impact of moving 4.4
million cubic yards of material. It is important to identify the soil material,
understand how it will be distributed, blasted or placed and to determine
compliance with County Grading Standards.

How will grading be phased and balanced? Is imported material needed to
complete the grading project? If so, what material will be brought to the site and
where is it coming from? Letters of permission to grade appear to be identified
but not yet obtained, which means final grading and impacts on adjoining
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properties have not yet been identified and it is difficult to determine if changes
will need to be made to the plans. We ask the applicant to provide grading plans
to show finished grade elevations.

What is the life of the temporary sewer pump station and the end date of its use?
Due to phasing, it is possible that the temporary sewer pump station and force
main could be in place for years before a permanent facility is brought on-line
and the temporary line removed. The Force Main sewer line is approximately
26,000 feet (5 miles) at a depth of 2 to 3 feet below existing grade. How does
this relate to phased grading? How does this relate to open spaces and other
sensitive areas etc.? The Valley Center Community Planning Groups asks that
the County provide construction plans for the force main sewer line.

When will Sewer Treatment Facilities be built and in what phases? (Typically all
must be installed and operating with finished roads before homes can be built).
Answers to these concems are Important in that the force main could be in place
for years before building a treatment facility. We should be able to see that
treatment plant will be built in an appropriate phase and time.

How will migratory corridors be maintained? Please identify blue line streams,
vernal pools and habitat.

Because of the Porter — Cologne Act (California State Water Control Protection
Act) we are requesting the SWPPP (Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program)
plan and an explanation of how it relates to all phases of development. We
would also like to see plans for compliance with the Porter-Cologne Act, NPDES
(National Pollution Discharge Elimination System), RWQCB, AQMD and
SWPPP.

Please provide both wet and dry utility plans along with offsite and onsite plans
and identify wells that will be used in conjunction with the wet utility plan.

Conclusion

This is the wrong location for this many homes.

It will create an urban traffic gridlock area. It will destroy agriculture and sensitive
ecological habitats. It borders rural lands and is within 1 ¥z miles of the Rancho
Lilac Conservation Area recently purchased by the state of California for Habitat
Destruction Mitigation.

The cost of providing infrastructure in this remote region with challenging
topography is economically infeasible for the developer. In order for this
development to proceed, it will require large public subsidies in the form of
county sponsored long-term financing, infrastructure financing districts (IFD) or
assessment districts (AD). These financing methods shift the cost of direct
development impact to other area residents or to the county at large.
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On page 1V-12, Item 3 of the Specific Plan the applicant makes the statement
that no one outside the development will pay for Lilac Hills Ranch infrastructure
improvements. The applicant then enumerates an itemized request in Table 8
for a very large helping of public subsidies in this version of the Specific Plan,
strongly telegraphing that this development is not economically feasible if the
developer has to pay for his direct development impact

The proposed development is not in the best interests of the citizens of San
Diego County.
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Appendix A -Road Capacity- SANDAG Mixed Use Trip Generation Model V4 for

Average Daily Trip (ADT) Generation

Section 3 - Trip Generation

NOTE: Be sure to enter only occupied units / spaces

Residential
Estate, Urban or Rural
Single Family Detached
Condominium
Apartment
Mobile Home (Family)
Retail
Super Regional Shopping Center
Regional Shopping Center
Community Shopping Center
Neighborhood Shopping Center
Specialty Retail / Strip Commercial
Supermarket
Drugstore
Bank with Drive-Thru
Discount Store
Restaurant
Quality
Sit-down, High Turnover
Fast Food (With Drive-thru)
Fast Food (Without Drive-thru)
Delicatessen (7 AM - 4 PM)
Office
Standard Commercial Office
Large Commercial Office
Office Park
Single Tenant Office
Corporate Headquarters
Government (Civic Center)
Post Office (Community, w/mail drop lane)
Medical-Dental
Industrial
Industrial / Business Park (with commercial)
Industrial / Business Park (no commercial)
Industrial Plant

Quantity Units

1400
346

85

DU
DU
DU
DU
DU

ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf

ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf

ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf

ksf
ksf
ksf

43

Trip Equation
Method (if
applicable)

Average Rate
Average Rate

Fitted Curve
Fitted Curve



Manufacturing
Warehousing
Storage
Science Research & Development
Lodging
Hotel (w/convention facilities, restaurant) 20
Motel
Resort Hotel
Misc. Uses
Movie Theater 0
Religious Facility 7.5
Gas Station (w/Food Mart and Car Wash)
Hospital 20
Convalescent / Nursing Facility 200
Library
Park (developed with meeting rooms and sports
facilities)
Transit Station (Light Rail with Parking)
Park & Ride Lot
Education
University 210
Junior College 125
High School
Middle / Junior High 165
Elementary 708
Day Care
Daily
Trips from Land uses not covered above ==> 2860
Jobs in those Land Uses 0
Daily
Total "Raw"” SANDAG Trip Generation Trips 31,442

ksf
ksf
ksf
ksf

Occ. Room
Occ. Room
Occ. Room

seat
ksf
Pump
Bed
Bed
ksf

acre
occupied

space

pkg

Student
Student

Student
Student

AM Peak Ho

AM Peak Ho

ur

ur
2,460

PM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour
2,802
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EXHIBIT 2

DEIR Public Comment Letter dated August 13, 2013 from Kevin K. Johnson APLC re:
Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)-General Plan and
Community Plan Inconsistencies



Valley Center Design Review Board

February 25, 2013

TO: Mark Slovick, Larry Hofreiter, Jarrett Ramaiya, Kristin Blackson, Beth Murray and Mark Wardlaw
San Diego Department of Planning & Development Services

CC.  Oliver Smith, Ann Quinley, Steve Hutchison, Margarette Morgan

RE:  Accretive Investment Group’s 2 revised submission (02-13-13)
GPA12-001, SP-001, Master Tentative Map 5571, Implementing Tentative Map 5572

Why is this applicant permitted to abuse the process?

Ordinarily we appreciate the opportunity to comment on projects that are being proposed for our
community. We are accustomed to working closely and amicably with real estate developers, especially of
Village projects, to develop plans that reflect the community's vision. We very much look forward to the
completion of Village projects in Valley Center's central valley which have been planned for many years.
This is the traditional heart of Valley Center where businesses, churches, schools, playing fields, and library
are located, where very significant road infrastructure improvements were completed several years ago at a
cost to the taxpayers of some $50 Million, where wastewater treatment facilities are located and low-
interest state loans have been secured for expansion. Here Village residential and commercial
development will be welcomed.

In glaring contrast, we are deeply disturbed and alarmed by this project and this application.
Review after review of a proposal that fails repeatedly to respond to previous comments seems to be a
design to demoralize the staff and discourage community participation.

This project is a sad anomaly that continues to disappoint citizens who care deeply about our
community. Though the applicants claim to have “worked with the community”, in fact they have done
whatever they can behind the scenes to undermine what state law defines as the “constitution of land use”
and what tens of thousands of San Diego County citizens understand and depend upon as a kind of
contract with our County government —- our County General and Community Plans. These applicants share
San Diego County with hundreds of thousands of citizens who are invested in the region’s plans for the
future and who benefit collectively by a common set of rules. What encourages and then allows this
applicant to bull and bully its way past procedures that everyone else follows? From the get-go this
applicant has gamed the system, disregarded the processes and products of public planning,
misrepresented basic and essential facts, ignored input and correction. On and on it goes, seemingly
endless deviations from standard protocols are tolerated. From the sudden appearance of a surprise
Specific Plan Area on Valley Center’s land use maps in 2008, through the Planning Commission’s approval
of the PAA application (against staff's recommendation AND contradicting the Commission’s unanimous
endorsement of the General Plan Update just weeks before), and now to this 2nd iteration - the review
process has been corroded and frustrated. Why is this applicant permitted to abuse the standard process,
and what will become of San Diego County when we all abuse the system similarly?

Concerning this submittal and the process:

Except for increasing commercial square footage (75K SF to 90K SF, increasing hotel beds (20-50)
and adding kitchenettes to 200-units in the group home facility (more intensity, not less) and a few minor
changes - this submission is unchanged from the previous submission and the one before that; and, again,
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it is incomplete. This submission lacks details that have been requested in the past; it also lacks a letter
from the applicant which, according to County protocol, is required to explain how the new submission
addresses the Project Issue Checklist. (The Project issue Checklist is the 364 page document, prepared by
the PDS staff and released in December 2012, which lists more than 1000 items that the applicant needs to
address.) Without this letter one can only guess whether the applicant is misunderstanding, overlooking,
ignoring, or merely defying the issues that have been raised several times already by staff and community
groups.

Nevertheless, despite missing pieces, community groups have been given 30-days to review the

material and submit comments to the County. At the same time, evidently, the applicant has been given a

.60-day extension to submit the Project Issue letter and has submitted “some studies” for the staff to
“preview”. Information about which studies have been submitted is not being made available to the
community. Nor can anyone predict, obviously, how these will be assessed and what revisions may be
requested by staff after they have been previewed. As a result of these considerable uncertainties, several
of us suggested that formal community review should be delayed until the resubmission is complete rather
than pushed forward with so many missing pieces. We were told accommodatingly that we could submit
our comments anytime — but within 30-days if we wanted our comments to be included in staff's comments.
Given the infamous “one-bite policy” and the fact that this project threatens to set aside Valley Center's
entire community plan, volunteers who are reviewing this project on behalf of the community feel that we
cannot risk being told in a few months that we had a chance to comment ~ and chose not to. So we are
complying with the 30-day deadline even though compliance requires volunteers to drop everything, hold
special meetings and respond immediately to yet another incomplete submission, and do it all over again in
60 days. All this is to accommodate an applicant who requires one extension after another, who is also
unresponsive to staff and community comments and ignores County protocol.

This said, after reviewing the Specific Plan text and maps which show zero effort to remedy the
project’s basic problems, it's hard to imagine what a Project Issue Letter from this applicant might add
(more frosting on a missing cake?) We will all have to wait for the long-anticipated “studies” to understand
the substance of the applicant’s plan for this property. At this point, issues we raised in September 2012
and the previous June 2012 all remain unaddressed.

In addition to our previous concerns, which are attached, we emphasize the following:

SPECIFIC PLAN

The Specific Plan text is still riddled with wiggly information and assertions that are contradicted by
the facts. This creates a confusing stew: information too vague and mutable to assess, indecipherable
nonsense, and plain misrepresentations of the truth — all dangerous in a serious planning document. A
Specific Plan is not a sales pitch. It is a proposal to amend and then to implement the San Diego County
General Plan. This particular Specific Plan will govern the development of an entire new city of 5000-
people. This proposal DOUBLES the growth planned between now and 2020 for the entire 55,000 acre
planning area. According to SANDAG's Regional Growth Forecast Valley Center adds 989 homes between
2010 and 2020. The Accretive project alone proposes twice that on just 608 acres: 1746 homes, a 50-bed
hotel, a 200-unit (bedrooms & kitchenettes) group care facility and 90,000 SF commercial.)

Vague and inconsistent particulars are too numerous to list. As every reviewer has exclaimed,
there is no definitive plan beyond the plan to explode the development potential of this rural area by more
than 1800%. Design vignettes and “conceptual” layouts are meaningless substitutes for genuine design
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standards and a commitment to a specific approach. Even unit allotments for each phase are subject to
change. Virtually the entire “masterplan” is one concept that is subject-to-change laid over another concept
that is subject-to-change. Nothing about this project is clear except the statement that this nebulous
Specific Plan will prevail over every official County planning document. Processing should be halted until
the Specific Plan is, at least, complete, factually correct and internally consistent. It is none of these.

The plan is laced with ludicrous claims, misrepresentations and outright inaccuracies, again too
numerous to detail here. However, to assist the fact checkers, the whoppers are most pervasive in sections
that pertain to community character, both the character of the proposal and the character of other
properties in the area. Perhaps because “consistency” with legal planning documents and “compatibility”
with existing and planned development on the ground is, one would hope, requisite for approval of this
proposal, the applicant persists in these claims whether or not they make any sense. For example:

1. MIS-CHARACTERIZATION OF EXISTING SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS IN VALLEY CENTER
Page I-10, Section H, 15t paragraph
ASSERTION: “the Valley Center planning area has a number of existing specific plans ... containing large
scale urban development’. This is not true. Specific Plans in VC have a minimum of 40% open space and,
with the exception of a section of Orchard Run, are built or clustered at Semi-Rural densities. The VC
Community Plan lists the facts of these 7 Specific Plans:
1. Lilac Ranch: permanent open space preservation
2. Circle R Resort: recreational community on 361 acres. Density 1 du:2ac clustered.
3. Live Oak Ranch: 307 acres. 40% preserved in open space. Clustered 1du:1ac minimum lot size
4. Ridge Ranch I: 138 acres, 25 homes. | du: 5acres
5. Ridge Ranch Il: 687 acres, 108 homes. 1du: 6 acres
6. Woods Valley: Village golf course community on 437 acres. 40% preserved in open space.
Clustered 1du:min 1/2 acre
7. Orchard Run: Village core community on 118 acres. Minimum 40% open space. Density
from 1.5 du:ac to 7.3du:ac

2. MIS-CHARACTERIZATION OF SURROUNDING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS
Page I-10/11 2NO paragraph
The applicant claims that a Metroscan analysis “documents a robust diversity of parcel sizes” within a five
mile radius of their site. This “study” misses the mark completely and comes to a preposterous conclusion
that a drive through the area would reveal. The study overlooks hundreds of acres of open space that
characterize the resort and recreational communities along Old 395. These are not spot-zoned urban
enclaves as the applicant's study mis-concludes, but are mainly recreational destinations that advertise
their country settings, recreational amenities, wildlife and so forth.
1. Circle R Resort; recreational community on 361 acres. 118-acre golf course. Homes clustered.
Underlying density 1 du: 2 acres.
2. Lawrence Welk Resort: vacation resort on 600-plus acres. 326 vacation villas. Two 18-hole golf
courses, 8 swimming pools, 5 recreational areas, small retail area to serve vacationing guests.
3. Champagne Lakes RV Resort: RV vacation resort on 50 acres. RV campsites. The resort
website says, “The resort is 50 acres of nature and wildlife preserve with 3 lakes that are fed by the
local mountain streams. Wild ducks and geese have made these lakes their homes for over 40
years.”
4. Lake Rancho Viejo, which IS a Fallbrook CPA residential community on 469 acres, allows an
overall density of 1.48 dus:ac. Flood plain and uplands are preserved open space.
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3. MISCHARACTERIZATION OF THEIR OWN PROJECT

Assertions about their project are not supported and, in many cases, are contradicted by the
applicant's own plan. For example: The assertion that “natural landforms remain” is ludicrous when 4
MILLION cubic yards will be graded, and 20% of that blasted. (For comparison, 4,000,000 cubic yards of
dirt is just shy of the amount of concrete in Hoover Dam, enough to build a 2 lane road from Seattle,
Washington to Miami, Florida or a 4 ft. wide sidewalk around the Earth at the Equator.) Nothing could be less
“natural” than grading and compacting 80% of the site, creating 20-30-foot cutffill slopes (two and three stories high!)
and lining streets with row upon row of identical symmetrical lots.

More than 80% of the site will be bulldozed, blasted, stripped of organic material, compacted and
covered solidly by development; the narrow ribbons of biological open space (less than 20% of the
property) that lace through the blasted, bulldozed “natural contours” will be massively impacted: 265 acres
will be covered in home sites, 75 acres in “manufactured slopes”, 83 acres in asphalt, 40 acres in facilities,
a mere 23 acres in parks (see #4).

This is a from-scratch city with MORE HOMES, PEOPLE AND CARS than the City of Del Mar on
HALF THE LAND AREA. (City Data: Del Mar; 1.8 square miles, population 4224. The Accretive project: .95
square mile, population 5063.) The project is NOT in accord with the General Plan Community
Development Model as the applicant claims. Quite to the contrary, the project defies the General Plan and
corrodes its integrity. The applicants propose to explode a 608-acre city in the middle of the rural
countryside without adequate feathering or buffering to soften impacts on neighboring farms, rural estates
or even biologically sensitive creek beds.

The site is NOT COMPACT, as the applicant claims. It stretches two miles in each direction, with
some 8 miles of edge effects. The project is NOT WALK-ABLE, the sprawling configuration of the Accretive
site requires the design of three separate Town Centers to justify the contention that this is a pedestrian
community; it is an automobile-dependant community. The project quite obviously does NOT meet the most
basic location criteria for LEED Neighborhood Development. This is NOT an in-fill site with existing
infrastructure; this is a rural site. Building 1746 homes here quite obviously does NOT reduce the need to
build and operate new road networks, emergency and law enforcement facilities, libraries, schools, parks
and other public services; it CREATES the need to build all of these on green fields that are many miles
from jobs, transit, shopping, churches, movie theaters and other accoutrements to support a population of
this size. The project does NOT reduce development impacts or reduce traffic trips; it creates devastating
impacts and adds thousands of cars to rural roads. The site plan does NOT integrate development into the
natural features of the property; it obliterates the natural features of the property. Moreover this project’s
edge effects will cause the destruction of about 2000 acres of rugged, remote and rural property where
hundreds of families have invested in a rural quality of life.

Absolutely NOTHING of the natural site or the rural lifestyles of the people who live there will
remain. The applicant needs to quit claiming otherwise. The project requires extremely significant
amendments to the General Plan and to the Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans because it
completely overturns these public visions. Period.

4. PARK AREA FAILS TO MEET THE COUNTY STANDARD

The County standard for parks per 1000 residents is 10 acres of local parks, and 15 acres of
regional parks. This project seems to provide 23 acres for 5063 people, less than half than the standard,
and in an area where very dense development requires MORE parks, not less. Phase 1 of this project (350
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houses/1000 people on 62 acres) requires 10 acres of parks, it has 3.2 acres; Phase 2 (466 houses/1351
people on 36.3 acres) requires about 15 acres of parks, it has 3 acres ... and so forth.

A point quite minor in the context of everything else: there are no proposed tree/plant species listed for
“Parks” in either the Conceptual Landscape plan or the specific plan text, even though there are symbols and a
proposed layout.

5. PREEMINENCE OF THE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

The Specific Plan states on page 1I-2 that, in the case of conflicts or discrepancies between the
Accretive project Specific Plan and the County’s General Plan, the Valley Center and Bonsall Community
Plans, and County development regulations and zoning standards, the Accretive Specific Plan will prevail.
State law requires consistency across these documents, there should be no “conflicts or discrepancies’. A
Specific Plan is required by law to implement the General Plan and Community Plans, and cannot “prevail’
over them. This language should be revised for its inconsistency with state law while the entire Specific
Plan should be purged of marketing braggadocio and revised as a serious planning document to reflect its
proper place in the hierarchy of legal planning documents.

6. AUTHORITY OF VALLEY CENTER DESIGN REVIEW

References to the “authority” of Valley Center Design Review are splayed through the Specific
Plan, most prominently in Section |Il. We believe that this Village project is subject in its entirety to Valley
Center Design Review and Valley Center's Design Guidelines based upon the information in the
Introduction of the Guidelines themselves, the content of the booklet overall and the fact that the VC Design
Review Board has reviewed every commercial, industrial and residential project that has been proposed for
the North and South Villages. We have worked closely with developers of these areas for more than ten
years. Although residential development on Semi-Rural and Rural parcels outside our “Country Town” (now
called “Village™) area is NOT subject to Design Review, planned residential development proposed for our
Village areas has always participated in design review in accord with our understanding that Village design
is the intended focus of the County design review program.

The Specific Plan text also asserts or implies in several places in Section |ll that Valley Center's
Design Guidelines will also be replaced by the applicant's Specific Plan. This applicant's Specific Plan
requires considerably more attention to design, and more elaboration of standards for this particular project,
for this Specific Plan to merit authority. The entire planning and design community recognizes the
importance of forethought and thoughtful design to the functioning of even the tiniest place, let alone an
entirely new city. Again, the content of this Specific Plan is severely inadequate to perform this
responsibility.

Our previous comments still apply and are attached.

Respectfully,
Lael Montgomery
Robson Splane
Susan Moore
Jeff Herr

Keith Robertson
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Valley Center Design Review Board

October 15, 2012

TO: Mark Slovick, Jarrett Ramaiya, Rich Grunow, Mark Wardlaw
San Diego Department of Planning & Development Services

RE: Accretive Investment Group revised submission (09-25-12)
GPA12-001, SP-001 Master Tentative Map 5571, Implementing Tentative Map 5572 and respective
grading plans.

The Valley Center Design Review Board met on October 9, 2012 to again discuss Accretive Investment Group's
proposal for the West Lilac triangle in light of September's revised submission. We were disappointed that neither the
applicant nor the political consultant, Chris Brown, attended the meeting because the DRB Chair had expressly
invited Chris Brown to present the revisions.

Comments Focus on Macro Planning Issues:

The revised submission fails to remedy the basic problems with the proposal which we addressed in our comments
of June 14, 2012, which are attached below. Therefore, our comments continue to focus on macro development
issues.

1) This is still an urban project in a rural area.

2) The proposal fails in the same basic and essential ways as the previous submission to respect Valley Center's
rural character and its most fundamental design principles.

3) New sections describing lot, architectural and landscape design follow the same pattern.
For example:

a. “Conceptual Architectural Elevations™ shown are generic in nature and have no relevance to the
site, its surroundings or to the community in general. Pages 25-37 of the Valley Center Design
Guidelines specifically incorporate the design principles of Early California Architecture which
reflect the character of the state’s early missions and adobes. None of the proposed elevations
reflect any of these design principles.

b. Lot designs, also generic and out-of-context, ignore both spirit and letter of Valley's Center
Guidelines and depict exactly the monotonous development that Valley Center wants to avoid.

c. Landscape design is uniform and urban; species selected are ill-advised in some cases for
particular locations (eg. fruit trees for road edges and medians) and in other cases for Valley
Center microclimates.

d. The proposal further ignores requirements for private open space in accordance with the County of
San Diego Zoning Ordinance Section 4915: a minimum of 200 square feet per dwelling. Further,
the design recommendations call for private open space on the ground to be a minimum of 10 feet
in length and width and should be screened from public view by landscaping, a wall, privacy fence
or other acceptable method. None of the proposed configurations meet this requirement.

4) The proposal provides no evidence that the project is necessary: the new County General Plan already
accommodates more growth than SANDAG projects for 2030. There is no demonstrated need for increasing the
capacity of the new GP by building a new city many miles from existing infrastructure and services. The proposal
fails to justify a change of GP Regional Category from the largest SEMI RURAL parcels (SR-10 and SR-4) to
VILLAGE densities as high as 27 dwellings per acre; a 1587% increase in dwelling units (from a total of 110
units allowed under the current GP to 1746).
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6)

7)

9)

The Master Planning approach avoids showing the locations and relationships of residential lots, interior streets
and other elements of the site design. This also avoids revelation of site development issues that should deeply
concem decision-makers as they consider such extreme and precedent-setting transformation of this rural
property. Out-of-sight = out-of-mind looks to be an overall strategy for this application.

The Master Planning approach coupled with GP Policy LU-1.8 (which the applicant cites to argue that densities
can be transferred across land use designation boundaries) make the entire proposal, first, too vague and,
second, too mutable to take seriously. This application is a one-way street that asks unprecedented density
increases for — what exactly? What IS specific about this Specific Plan?

The applicant's political consultant insists that “Master Planning happens all the time” and that this project is “the
same as the 4-S Ranch project’. However, fundamental differences are obvious: the 4-S Ranch project was
CONSISTENT with General Plan Regional Categories, Goals and Policies, and Land Use, Mobility and
Conservation Elements. 4-S Ranch was inside the existing Current Urban Development Area (CUDA). This
urban project proposes -- for the sole benefit of a single private real estate speculator/developer — profound
revisions of County public planning policy as well as the complete transformation of the rugged and rural
countryside.

The proposal is riddled with Orwellian “doublethink” and other convoluted logic. {Orwell defines
“doublethink” as accepting two mutually contradictory ideas or beliefs at the same time).
A few examples are:

~a. destroying agriculture conserves agriculture;

b. adding 1746 homes/ 5000 residents to back-country roads improves traffic;

c. ‘“‘compact’ urban development of this rural area allows for increased open space and natural
habitat;

d. grading 4 million cubic yards of dirt respects natural landforms and preserves natural resources;

e. pronouncing the Accretive site a “Smart Location” under the LEED ND Certification Program when
the project will actually BUILD the “Nearby Neighborhood Assets” that LEED ND certification
requires as a pre-requisite. (By this logic LEED ND criteria can be manipulated to justify urban
development of any Semi-Rural location.)

f. insisting that the Accretive GPA/SPA is in accord with the GP Community Development Model
simply because their context-free development plan is a New Urbanist design. (Again, by this logic,
new cities can be plopped into any Semi-Rural or Rural area — NOT what most stakeholders
believed was the intention of the new San Diego County General Plan.)

g. (And, incredibly for a GP Amendment that seeks to overturn the last 12 years of work on the parts
of hundreds of planners, residents, and property owners to create the new San Diego County
General Plan) ... calling on “General Plan Consistency” to declare that Valley Center and Bonsall
Community Plans cannot be allowed to interfere with the applicant’s audacious ambitions to re-
write them!

The proposal is also rife with errors, distortions and/or misrepresentations.
A few examples are:
a. Claiming that Lilac Ranch and Circle R both are consistent with the proposal's Village densities.
Both are, in fact, inconsistent. Lilac Ranch is permanent conservation land and Circle R is a
CLUSTERED Semi-Rural project (underlying residential density is 1du:2 acres);
b. Slopes mapped with 10-foot contours reveal significantly less coverage in 25% slopes than County
standard contours;
¢. Claiming that the project site is ¥ mile from the I-15 without citing that road construction along the
route the crow flies is prohibited by a mountainous ridge;
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d. Touting “walkable” design when the project site jigs and jags across two square miles and requires
three retail nodes in order to claim “walk-ability.” More than half the homes, including Senior and
Assisted Living neighborhoods, are a mile and a half from the Village Core. This is an automobile-
dependent community.

e. Asserting “compact development” when edge-effects of this sprawling configuration impact
adjacent rural properties for a distance of some 8 miles.

f.  Extolling “planning collaboration” with the Valley Center community. This is an overreach that
abandons reality in order to invent points toward LEED ND certification. For several years the
Accretive Investors have held, not community meetings by any stretch of the term, but closed
“private” meetings with cherry-picked supporters. Meetings have pointedly excluded, sometimes
disinvited, folks who have voiced opposition to the project, particularly those people who are most
familiar with County planning history and the rationale underlying the new General and Community
Plans.

Contained in the 82-pages of the Valley Center Design Guidelines are numerous diagrams and sketches, as well as
lengthy descriptive copy that make all of these points, and others, quite clear. The Design Guidelines themselves are
meant to work together to produce an integrated, whole objective. They cannot be cherry-picked and also produce
their intent.

As in any “design”, success is a result of combining the right design elements in the right way — in the right place.
This project appears off the mark on all counts.

Our comments dated June 14, 2012 continue to apply. Please refer to them, beginning on the next
page.

The Valley Center Design Review Board
Lael Montgomery, Chair

Jeff Herr

Susan Moore

Keith Robertson

Robson Splane
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Valley Center Design Review Board

June 14,2012

TO:  Mark Slovick, Rich Grunow, Jarrett Ramaiya, Jeff Murphy
San Diego Department of Planning and Development

RE:  Accretive Investment Group GPA 12-001, SP 12-001, Master Tentative Map 5571,
Implementing Tentative Map 5572 and respective Grading Plans

1. Insufficient Detail

The applicant has submitted maps and documents that lack sufficient detail for the group to understand any
the development plan for this property. Further, there has been no presentation of the project by the
applicant; as a result the most basic facts of the development plan remain murky.

The applicant has filed this GPA/SPA much earlier in the project-development process than developers
who have co-developed their plans through community meetings before filing a GPA or an SPA. Therefore,
we are accustomed at the point of application to having much greater familiarity with a project, and to the
provision in the application documents of considerably more detail.

Neither the DRB nor the Planning Group has worked with this applicant in the way we have worked with the
developers of the North and South Village where the land uses proposed have been in accord with the
community plan, which is not the case with this project. We received a copy of the Specific Plan Text on
Tuesday 6/5/12. Chris Brown encouraged the group to take more time with our review and comments on
the text. (He said he is requesting an additional 30-45 days from the County.) However, from a cursory
reading, the SP Text fails to provide sufficient additional substantive information to warrant any delay.

Considerably more detail about the overall development plan is necessary. We understand from the County
planner, Mark Slovick, and from the developer's consultant, Chris Brown, that there will be revised
iterations of the project. More detailed comments will come in response to more detailed plans.

2. Focus of Comments.
Our comments at this time are focused in areas which are pre-requisite for any development proposal to
meet Valley Center's community character objectives.

3. Project Undermines the Vision for VC.

DRB members believe that this project fails in basic and essential ways to respect Valley Center's rural
character and its most fundamental design principles. If approved, this General Plan Amendment would
upzone this property by about 2000% to allow 1746 dwellings and three commercial areas. The Regional
Category would change to Village from its recently-approved GP Regional Category of Semi-Rural which
allows approximately 350 homes on 2, 4 and 10 dwellings per acre.

The imposition of an artificial “village” in Valley Center’s rural countryside dismantles the community's
recently-approved Community plan. County planners along with Valley Center residents, property owners
and developers have invested hundreds of hours, and extensive public and private resources to create the
VC Community Plan, and to plan the private Village development to support it. This work was approved by
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the Board less than a year ago. VC's plan is a two-part growth strategy: first, 25% of the future growth is
compact “infill” development of two existing Village “nodes” in the central valley along Valley Center Rd;
second, residential density feathers from the village core to Semi-Rural and Rural designations in remote,
hilly, fire-prone areas to the east, north and west. These “green-field” areas, in accord with principles of the
new General Plan, also “buffer” the community from adjacent communities. This is a classic “Smart Growth”
plan, it concentrates intense development in the Village area which has evolved over the last 150 years as
the business “crossroads” of Valley Center, as has been the formal intention since the first community plan
of the 1960s, and it retains existing larger parcels for agriculture, horticulture and animal husbandry that
have historically characterized Valley Center.

This faux Village both undermines the plan to attract new businesses and residential vibrancy to existing
genuine Village areas AND destroys greenfields, as well.

The following comments refer directly to particular VC Design Guidelines. We have not re-typed the
Guidelines here. Please refer to the pages that are cited below.

4.P 3. The Purpose of Design Review

Comment: The proposed project fails to consider the community context in which it takes place, and fails
to make an effort to develop a compatible relationship to the natural setting, neighboring properties and
community design goals.

5. P4/10 Community Design Objectives

Comment: The proposal ignores the most fundamental of Valley Center's Design Objectives, which is to
PRESERVE NATURAL FEATURES and OPEN SPACES. For starters, the project will move 4.4 MILLION
cubic yards of dirt on 608 acres. Do the math. There are 3,291,200 square yards in 608 acres. This means
the project will move more 1 % cubic yard of dirt for every square yard of the property. Natural land forms,
vegetation and wildlife will all be obliterated.

This development plan completely disregards Valley Center’s “strong requirements for the protection of
existing natural features (that are) provided in the Design Guidelines for new development’ (among them)
‘special measures to preserve oaks and sycamore trees, significant resources that contribute to the
character of the valley and the community.” The applicant should address how grading, scraping and
denuding what looks to be at least 80% of the site reconciles with being sensitive to the natural
environment?

6. P16. Site Analysis
Comment: No site analysis has been submitted. The site design process should begin with a thorough
analysis of the site.

7. P17. Site Design Concept

Comment: General Criteria 1 and 2: There is no evident effort for the project design to comply at all with
these criteria. The project ignores the rural residential character of the area, and destroys all of its natural
features. As for General Criteria 3 and 4, the application does not include enough detail to determine
anything about the internal integrity of the project. We will say, however, the pre-requisite site location
issues make internal design details quite irrelevant. All of its failures to comply with the community’s design
objectives are rooted in this basic incompatibility of locating urban development in a rural area.
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8. P18-22.Protection of Natural Features (to include Oaks and Sycamores)

The Guidelines state, “All development proposals shall demonstrate a diligent effort o retain existing
natural features characteristic of the community's landscape. Existing topography and land forms, drainage
courses, rock outcroppings, vegetation and views shall be recorded in the Site Analysis and incorporate, to
the maximum extent feasible, into the future development of the land.” See pp. 18-19 items A-H, all
numbers under each item, noting the general rule, the “hand of man” is to be felt lightly”, And pp. 20-22
about mature tree preservation and handling.

Comment: No effort evident. How much of the natural environment will be left... out of how much
destroyed? How many trees? Rock outcroppings? Natural canyons? Hilltops? And so forth.

9. P26-35. Architectural Character and Compact Building Groups

Comment. Chapters 5 and 6 in Part lll of VC's Design Guidelines address the array of requisite site
planning and architectural approaches, and the ways these elements of design must be combined in order
to produce Village development that aligns with historic patterns. Based both on the Master and the
Implementing Tentative Map and Grading Plans, the Accretive plan for Village housing shows hyper-
conventional suburban sprawi, little rectangular lots lined up cheek-to-jowl like rows of teeth on both sides
of every road, obscuring from view the very countryside the plan claims to celebrate.

The Specific Plan Text for this project waxes rhapsodically about “Italian Hill Villages” that bear no
resemblance to Accretive’s development plan for this property. Italian hill villages are characterized, first
and foremost, by their location at authentic “crossroads” and their gradual development to meet the
authentic needs of the surrounding authentic community; and are further characterized by their irregularity
and by the charm of a built environment arranged around the natural environment. The Accretive project
is a rote suburban tract overbuilt to urban densities, sprawled across remote, roadless greenfields.

Nothing but a complete revision of this plan would hope to achieve what the Guidelines or the Specific Plan
Text for this project describes.

Italian hill villages are characterized by their locations The Accretive plan imposes a monotonous sprawling
at authentic well-travelled “cross-roads”, by the charms geometric sameness on a contrived cut and filled

of irregularity and diversity, and by the arrangement of landscape in a remote location. Below is a photograph
the built environment around the beauty of the natural of this developer's San Elijo project that shows cuts

10. P67. Hillside Development
Comment: The applicant's development plan will destroy the natural topography in this area and ‘re-grade
the land. The applicant's consultant asserts that that “contour grading” of home sites - so that each little
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geometric rectangle is a few feet higher or lower than its immediate neighbor -- is the same as retaining
the natural organic land forms. This is a ludicrous assertion that demonstrates the extreme extent to which
this proposal contradicts the most basic concepts of rural design.

11. Landscape Concept

Susan Moore’s Comments: The master TM lacks sufficient detail for a thorough review. However, from
the documents that have been submitted, | can make the following comments. In my opinion, following the
lot design as it does, the landscape plan is also an urban concept that needs to be completely re-done to
be compatible with the property’s rural surrounds. To create the “natural” character of Valley Center
requires an organic, asymmetrical landscape design.

As for plant material, there are too few species; diversity (of trees, shrubs and ground covers) needs to be
much greater. Several specified trees will not grow well in our zone generally and will definitely not succeed
in Valley Center's colder micro-climates. Another is an allelopathic variety (suppresses growth of different
plants other than itself due to release of toxic substances) tree listed for medians/entries where other plants
are listed. Trees listed for the medians will not grow due to conditions that characterize road medians.
“Grove” trees will not thrive in road median conditions and will be messy for automobiles and pedestrians.
Fruit-producers are typically specified AWAY from streets and sidewalks where human activity is present.

*dkekk

Contained in the 82-pages of the Valley Center Design Guidelines are numerous diagrams and sketches,
as well as lengthy descriptive copy that make all of these points, and others, quite clear. The Design
Guidelines themselves are meant to work together to produce an integrated, whole objective. They cannot
be cherry-picked and also produce their intent.

As in any “design”, success is a result of combining the right design elements in the right way — in the right
place. This project appears off the mark on all counts.

The Valley Center Design Review Board
Lael Montgomery, Chair

Jeff Herr

Susan Moore

Keith Robertson

Robson Splane
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EXHIBIT 3

DEIR Public Comment Letter dated August 13, 2013 from Kevin K. Johnson APLC re:
Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)-General Plah and
Community Plan Inconsistencies
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PREFACE FROM USEBE

The built environment has a profound impact on our natural environment, economy, health, and productivity.
Through its Leadership in Environmental and Energy Design (LEED®) certification programs, the U.S. Green
Building Council (USGBC) is transforming the built environment. The green building movement offers an
unprecedented opportunity to respond to the most important challenges of our time, including global climate change,
dependence on nonsustainable and expensive sources of energy, and threats to human health. The work of innovative
building planning professionals is a fundamental driving force in the green development movement. Such leadership
is a critical component to achieving USGBC’s mission of a sustainable built environment for all within a generation.

USGBC MEMBERSHIP

USGBC’s greatest strength is the diversity of our membership. USGBC is a balanced, consensus-based nonprofit
with more than 20,000 member companies and organizations representing the entire building industry. Since its
inception in 1993, USGBC has played a vital role in providing a leadership forum and a unique, integrating force for
the building industry. USGBC’s programs have three distinguishing characteristics:

Committee-based

The heart of this effective coalition is our committee structure, in which volunteer members design strategies that are
implemented by staff and expert consultants. Our committees provide a forum for members to resolve differences,
build alliances, and forge cooperative solutions for influencing change in all sectors of the building industry.

Member-driven

Membership is open and balanced and provides a comprehensive platform for carrying out important programs and
activities. We target the issues identified by our members as the highest priority. We conduct an annual review of
achievements that allows us to set policy, revise strategies, and devise work plans based on members’ needs.

Consensus-focused

We work together to promote green buildings and neighborhoods, and in doing so, we help foster greater economic
vitality and environmental health at lower costs. We work to bridge ideological gaps between industry segments and
develop balanced policies that benefit the entire industry.

Contact the U.S. Green Building Council:
2101 L Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20037

(800) 795-1747 Office

(202) 828-5110 Fax

www.usgbc.org

PARTNERSHIP

The Congress for the New Urbanism and the Natural Resources Defense Council collaborated with the U.S. Green
Building Council in creating the LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System. USGBC’s consensus-focused
approach to rating system development was furthered by these organizations’ expertise in New Urbanism and smart
growth strategies.
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COPYRIGHT

Copyright © 2009 by the U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. All rights reserved.

The U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. (USGBC®) devoted significant time and resources to create this LEED® Rating
System. USGBC authorizes individual use of the LEED Rating System. In exchange for this authorization, the user
agrees:

1. toretainall copyright and other proprietary notices contained in the LEED Rating System,
2. notto sell or modify the LEED Rating System, and

3. notto reproduce, display, or distribute the LEED Rating System in any way for any public or commercial
purpose.
Unauthorized use of the LEED Rating System violates copyright, trademark, and other laws and is prohibited.

DISCLAIMER

None of the parties involved in the funding or creation of the LEED Rating System, including USGBC, its members,
volunteers, or contractors, assume any liability or responsibility to the user or any third parties for the accuracy,
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LEED 2009 FOR NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROJECT CHECKLIST

Smart Location and Linkage

Prerequisite 1
Prerequisite 2
Prerequisite 3
Prerequisite 4
Prerequisite 5
Credit 1
Credit 2
Credit 3
Credit 4
Credit 5
Credit 6
Credit 7
Credit 8
Credit 9
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Neighborhood Pattern and Design

Prerequisite 1
Prerequisite 2
Prerequisite 3
Credit 1
Credit 2
Credit 3
Credit 4
Credit 5
Credit 6
Credit 7
Credit 8
Credit 9
Credit 10
Credit 11
Credit 12
Credit 13
Credit 14
Credit 15
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Green Infrastructure and Buildings

K Prerequisite 1
Prerequisite 2
M Prerequisite 3
B Prerequisite 4

Smart Location

Imperiled Species and Ecological Communities

Wetland and Water Body Conservation

Agricultural Land Conservation

Floodplain Avoidance

Preferred Locations

Brownfield Redevelopment

Locations with Reduced Automobile Dependence

Bicycle Network and Storage

Housing and Jobs Proximity

Steep Slope Protection

Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body Conservation
Restoration of Habitat or Wetlands and Water Bodies

Long-Term Conservation Management of Habitat or Wetlands and Water Bodies

27 possible points

Required
Required
Required
Required
Required
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44 possible points

Walkable Streets Required
Compact Development Required
Connected and Open Community Required
Walkable Streets 12
Compact Development 6
Mixed-Use Neighborhood Centers 4
Mixed-Income Diverse Communities 7
Reduced Parking Footprint 1
Street Network 2
Transit Facilities 1
Transportation Demand Management 2
Access to Civic and Public Spaces 1
Access to Recreation Facilities 1
Visitability and Universal Design 1
Community Outreach and Involvement 2
Local Food Production 1
Tree-Lined and Shaded Streets 2
Neighborhood Schools 1
29 possible points

Certified Green Building Required
Minimum Building Energy Efficiency Required
Minimum Building Water Efficiency Required
Construction Activity Pollution Prevention Required
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O Credit 1 Certified Green Buildings 5
O Credit 2 Building Energy Efficiency 2
O Credit 3 Building Water Efficiency 1
O Credit 4 Water-Efficient Landscaping 1
O Credit 5 Existing Building Reuse 1
O Credit 6 Historic Resource Preservation and Adaptive Use 1
O Credit 7 Minimized Site Disturbance in Design and Construction 1
O Credit 8 Stormwater Management 4
O Credit 9 Heat island Reduction 1
O Credit 10 Solar Orientation 1
O Credit 11 On-Site Renewable Energy Sources 3
O Credit 12 District Heating and Cooling 2
O Credit 13 Infrastructure Energy Efficiency 1
O Credit 14 Wastewater Management 2
O Credit 15 Recycled Content in Infrastructure 1
O Credit 16 Solid Waste Management Infrastructure 1
O Credit 17 Light Pollution Reduction 1
Innovation and Design Process 6 possible points
O Credit 1 Innovation and Exemplary Performance 1-5
O Credit 2 LEED® Accredited Professional 1
Regional Priority Credit 4 possible points
O Credit 1 Regional Priority 14

LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Certification Levels
100 base points plus 6 possible Innovation and Design Process and 4 possible Regional Priority Credit points
Certified 40-49 points

Silver 50-59 points
Gold 60-79 points
Platinum 80 points and above

LLLD G FOR NUIGHBORNGOD BLVLLOFI LN

viii



TABLE UF CORNTE

Preface
Acknowledgments
LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Project Checklist

Introduction

I. The Case for Green Neighborhood Developments
Il. LEED® Rating System™

I1l. Overview and Process

IV. Exemplary Performance

V. Regional Priority

Smart Location and Linkage (SLL)

Prerequisite 1 Smart Location

Prerequisite 2 Imperiled Species and Ecological Communities Conservation
Prerequisite 3 Wetland and Water Body Conservation

Prerequisite 4 Agricultural Land Conservation

Prerequisite 5 Floodplain Avoidance

Credit 1 Preferred Locations

Credit 2 Brownfields Redevelopment

Credit 3 Locations with Reduced Automobile Dependence

Credit 4 Bicycle Network and Storage

Credit 5 Housing and Jobs Proximity

Credit 6 Steep Slope Protection

Credit 7 Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body Conservation
Credit 8 Restoration of Habitat or Wetlands and Water Bodies

Credit 9 Long-Term Conservation Management of Habitat or Wetlands and Water Bodies

Neighborhood Pattern and Design (NPD)
Prerequisite 1 Walkable Streets

Prerequisite 2 Compact Development

Prerequisite 3 Connected and Open Community
Credit 1 Walkable Streets

Credit 2 Compact Development

Credit 3 Mixed-Use Neighborhood Centers
Credit 4 Mixed-Income Diverse Communities
Credit 5 Reduced Parking Footprint

Credit 6 Street Network

Credit 7. Transit Facilities

iii
vii

Xi
xi
xi
Xiv

10
12
15
19
22
26
27
29
31
34
36
38
39

141
41
42
44
48
53
55
57
60
62
64

LLLL o P OR NUIGHEORTIOGE DLVLLOIMEN



Credit 8 Transportation Demand Management
Credit 9 Access to Civic and Public Space
Credit 10 Access to Recreation Facilities

Credit 11 Visitability and Universal Design
Credit 12 Community Outreach and Involvement
Credit 13 Local Food Production

Credit 14 Tree-Lined and Shaded Streets

Credit 15 Neighborhood Schools

Green Infrastructure and Buildings (GIB)
Prerequisite 1 Certified Green Building
Prerequisite 2 Minimum Building Energy Efficiency

Prerequisite 3 Minimum Building Water Efficiency

Prerequisite 4 Construction Activity Pollution Prevention

Credit 1 Certified Green Buildings

Credit 2 Building Energy Efficiency

Credit 3 Building Water Efficiency

Credit 4 Water-Efficient Landscaping

Credit 5 Existing Building Reuse

Credit 6 Historic Resource Preservation and Adaptive Use
Credit 7 Minimized Site Disturbance in Design and Construction
Credit 8 Stormwater Management

Credit 9 Heat Island Reduction

Credit 10 Solar Orientation

Credit 11 On-Site Renewable Energy Sources

Credit 12 District Heating and Cooling

Credit 13 Infrastructure Energy Efficiency

Credit 14 Wastewater Management

Credit 15 Recycled Content in Infrastructure

Credit 16 Solid Waste Management Infrastructure

Credit 17 Light Poliution Reduction

Innovation and Design Process (IDP)
Credit 1 Innovation and Exemplary Performance
Credit 2 LEED Accredited Professional

Regional Priority Credit (RPC)
Credit 1 Regional Priority

Appendix. Diverse Uses

Glossary

LLLL: " b ole NLRSHBORHOCOD DEVLLOEI LN

65
67
68
69
72
73
75
76

71
77
78
80
82
83
84
86
88
89
90
91
93
95
96
98
99
100
101
102
103
104

107
107
108

109
109

110
111



NTRODUGTIOK

I. THE CASE FOR GREEN NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENTS

As the U.S. population continues to expand rapidly, consumption of land grows exponentially—currently, three
times the rate of population growth. At this breathtaking pace, two-thirds of the development on the ground in 2050
will be built between now and then.! The way we grow—especially how and where we grow—will have a profound
effect on our planet and on us.

Land use and neighborhood design patterns create a particular physical reality and compel behaviors that have

a significant effect on the environmental performance of a given place. Segregated land uses accessed by high-
speed roadways that necessitate the use of cars have been the predominant development pattern over the past
soyears. In the United States, transportation accounts for roughly one-third of greenhouse gas emissions, a large
portion of which can be attributed to personal automobile use.* Burning fossil fuels for transportation increases air
pollution and related respiratory diseases. Automobile-oriented neighborhoods tend to be hostile to pedestrians
and unsupportive of traditional mixed-use neighborhood centers. Sprawling development patterns fragment
habitat, endanger sensitive land and water bodies, destroy precious farmland, and increase the burden on municipal
infrastructure.

In contrast, by placing residences and jobs proximate to each other, thoughtful neighborhood planning and
development can limit automobile trips and the associated greenhouse gas emissions. Mixed-use development

and walkable streets encourage walking, bicycling, and public transportation for daily errands and commuting.
Environmentally responsible buildings and infrastructure are an important component of any green neighborhood,
further reducing greenhouse gas emissions by decreasing energy consumption. Green buildings and infrastructure
also lessen negative consequences for water resources, air quality, and natural resource consumption.

Green neighborhood developments are beneficial to the community and the individual as well as the environment.
The character of a neighborhood, including its streets, homes, workplaces, shops, and public spaces, significantly
affects the quality of life. Green neighborhood developments enable a wide variety of residents to be part of the
community by including housing of varying types and price ranges. Green developments respect historical resources
and the existing community fabric; they preserve open space and encourage access to parks. Green buildings,
community gardens, and streets and public spaces that encourage physical activity are beneficial for public health.
Combine the substantial environmental and social benefits and the case for green neighborhoods makes itself.

Il. LEED® RATING SYSTEMS

Background on LEED®

Following the formation of the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) in 1993, the organization’s members quickly
realized that the sustainable building industry needed a system to define and measure “green buildings.” USGBC
began to research existing green building metrics and rating systems. Less than a year after formation, the members
acted on the initial findings by establishing a committee to focus solely on this topic. The composition of the
committee was diverse; it included architects, real estate agents, a building owner, a lawyer, an environmentalist, and

1 Reid Ewing, Keith Rartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, and Don Chen, Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and
Clirnate Change (Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 2008).
2 “Grecnhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy” (Energy Information Administration, May 2008).
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industry representatives. This cross section of people and professions added a richness and depth both to the process
and to the ultimate product, the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification system.

The first LEED Pilot Project Program, also referred to as LEED Version 1.0, was launched at the USGBC Membership
Summit in August 1998. After extensive modifications, LEED Green Building Rating System Version 2.0 was released
in March 2000, with LEED Version 2.1 following in 2002 and LEED Version 2.2 following in 2005.

As LEED has evolved and matured, the program has undertaken new initiatives. In addition to arating system
specifically devoted to building operational and maintenance issues (LEED for Existing Buildings: Operations

& Maintenance), LEED addresses the different project development and delivery processes that exist in the U.S.
building design and construction market, through rating systems for specific building typologies, sectors, and
project scopes: LEED for Core & Shell, LEED for New Construction, LEED for Schools, LEED for Retail, LEED for
Healthcare, LEED for Homes, and LEED for Commercial Interiors. LEED for Neighborhood Development is the
latest LEED certification system to be released.

The green building and neighborhood development field is growing and changing daily. New technologies and
products are being introduced into the marketplace, and innovative designs and practices are proving their
effectiveness. The LEED rating systems and reference guides will evolve as well. Project teams must comply with the
version of the rating system that is current at the time of their registration. USGBC will highlight new developments
on its website on a continual basis, at www.usgbc.org.

Background on LEED for Neighborhood Development

The U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC), the Congress for the New Urbanism (CNUY), and the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC)—organizations that represent leading design professionals, progressive builders and
developers, and the environmental community—have come together to develop a rating system for neighborhood
planning and development based on the combined principles of smart growth, New Urbanism, and green
infrastructure and building. The goal of this partnership is to establish a national leadership standard for assessing
and rewarding environmentally superior green neighborhood development practices within the framework of the
LEED® Green Building Rating System™.

Unlike other LEED rating systems, which focus primarily on green building practices and offer only a few credits
for site selection and design, LEED for Neighborhood Development places emphasis on the site selection, design,
and construction elements that bring buildings and infrastructure together into a neighborhood and relate the
neighborhood toits landscape as well as its local and regional context. The work of the LEED-ND core committee,
made up of representatives from all three partner organizations, has been guided by sources such as the Smart
Growth Network’s ten principles of smart growth, the charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism, and other
LEED rating systems. LEED for Neighborhood Development creates a label, as well as guidelines for both decision
making and development, to provide an incentive for better location, design, and construction of new residential,
commercial, and mixed-use developments.

Whereas the other LEED rating systems have five environmental categories, LEED for Neighborhood Development
has three: Smart Location and Linkage, Neighborhood Pattern and Design, and Green Infrastructure and Buildings.
An additional category, Innovation and Design Process, addresses sustainable design and construction issues and
measures not covered under the three categories. Regional bonus credits are another feature of LEED-ND. These
credits acknowledge the importance of local conditions in determining best environmental design and construction
practices as well as social and health practices.

The LEED 2009 minimum program requirements define the minimum characteristics that a project must possess
to be eligible for certification under LEED 2009. These requirements do not apply to LEED for Neighborhood
Development projects.
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LEED Credit Weightings

In LEED 200g, the allocation of points among credits is based on the potential environmental impacts and human
benefits of each credit with respect to a set of impact categories. The impacts are defined as the environmental

or human effect of the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the building, such as greenhouse gas
emissions, fossil fuel use, toxins and carcinogens, air and water pollutants, and indoor environmental conditions. In
the LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System, social and public health benefits were added to the impact
categories, and the impact categories were then applied at the neighborhood scale. A combination of approaches,
including energy modeling, life-cycle assessment, and transportation analysis, is used to quantify each type of
impact. The resulting allocation of points among credits is called credit weighting.

LEED 2009 uses the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s TRACI? environmental impact categories as the

basis for weighting each credit. TRACI was developed to assist with impact evaluation for life-cycle assessment,
industrial ecology, process design, and pollution prevention. LEED 2009 also takes into consideration the weightings
developed by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST); these compare impact categories with

one another and assign a relative weight to each. Together, the two approaches provide a solid foundation for
determining the point value of each credit in LEED 2009.

The LEED 2009 credit weightings process is based on the following parameters, which maintain consistency and
usability across rating systems:

s AllLEED credits are worth a minimum of 1 point.
s Al LEED credits are positive, whole numbers; there are no fractions or negative values.

» All LEED credits receive a single, static weight in each rating system; there are no individualized scorecards
based on project location.

s Al LEED rating systems have 100 base points; Innovation and Design Process and Regional Priority credits
provide opportunities for up to 10 bonus points.

Given the above criteria, the LEED 2009 credit weightings process involves three steps for LEED for Neighborhood
Development:

1. Areference neighborhood is used to estimate the environmental impacts in 15 categories associated with a
typical neighborhood development pursuing LEED certification.

2. The relative importance of neighborhood impacts in each category is set to reflect values based on the NIST
weightings.*

3. Data that quantify neighborhood impacts on environmental and human health are used to assign points to
individual credits.

Each credit is allocated points based on the relative importance of the neighborhood-related impacts that it
addresses. The result is a weighted average that combines neighborhood impacts and the relative value of the impact
categories. Credits that most directly address the most important impacts are given the greatest weight, subject

to the system design parameters described above. Credit weights also reflect a decision by LEED to recognize the
market implications of point allocation.

The details of the weightings process vary slightly among individual rating systems. For example, LEED for
Neighborhood Development includes credits related to infill development but LEED for New Construction does not.
This results in a difference in the portion of the environmental footprint addressed by each rating system and the
relative allocation of points.

3 Tools for the Reduction and Assessment of Chemical and Other Environmental Impacts (TRACT) (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Research and Development, http://www.epagov/nrmrl/std/sab/traci/).

4 Relative impact category weights based on an exercise undertaken by NIST (National Institute of Standards and Technology) for the BEES
program, hrep:/;www.bfrl.nist.gov/oae software/hees).
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The weightings process for each rating system is fully documented in a weightings workbook. The credit weightings
process will be reevaluated over time to incorporate changes in values ascribed to different neighborhood

impacts and neighborhood types, based on both market reality and evolving knowledge related to buildings and
neighborhood design. A complete explanation of the LEED credit weightings system is available on the USGBC

website, at www.usgbc.org.

l1l. OVERVIEW AND PROCESS

The LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Rating System is a set of performance standards for certifying
the planning and development of neighborhoods. The intent is to promote healthful, durable, affordable, and
environmentally sound practices in building design and construction.

Prerequisites and credits in the rating system address five topics:

s Smart Location and Linkage (SLL)

Neighborhood Pattern and Design (NPD)

Green Infrastructure and Buildings (GIB)

s Innovation and Design Process (IDP)

Regional Priority Credit (RPC)

When to Use LEED for Neighborhood Development

The LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System responds to land use and environmental considerations
in the United States. It is designed to certify exemplary development projects that perform well in terms of smart
growth, urbanism, and green building. Projects may constitute whole neighborhoods, portions of neighborhoods, or
multiple neighborhoods. There is no minimum or maximum size for a LEED-ND project, but the core committee’s
research has determined that a reasonable minimum size is at least two habitable buildings and that the maximum
area that can appropriately be considered a neighborhood is 320 acres, or half a square mile. A project larger than 320
acres is eligible but may find documenting certain credits difficult and may want to consider dividing the area into
separate LEED-ND projects, each smaller than 320 acres. Although projects may contain only a single use, typically
amix of uses will provide the most amenities to residents and workers and enable people to drive less and safely
walk or bike more. Small infill projects that are single use but complement existing neighboring uses, such asanew
affordable-housing infill development in a neighborhood that is already well served by retail and commercial uses,
are also good candidates for certification.

This rating system is designed primarily for the planning and development of new green neighborhoods, whether
infill sites or new developments proximate to diverse uses or adjacent to connected and previously developed land.
Many infill projects or projects near transit will be in urban areas, which helps direct growth into places with existing
infrastructure and amenities. LEED-ND also promotes the redevelopment of aging brownfield sites into revitalized
neighborhoods by rewarding connections beyond the site, walkable streets within the site, and the integration of any
historic buildings and structures that will give the new neighborhood development a unique sense of place.

Existing neighborhoods can also use the rating system, and its application in this context could be especially
beneficial in urban areas and historic districts. It is, however, important to point out that the owner or owners
applying for certification should already own, have title to, or have significant control over a majority of the

land within the project boundary and the plan for new construction or major renovation for the majority of the
project’s square footage. The new construction could take place on vacant land within the boundary, and the
major renovations could involve existing buildings, recent or historic, within the project. In addition to guiding
infill development opportunities, LEED-ND has additional relevance for existing neighborhoods, as a tool to set
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performance levels for a group of owners wanting to retrofit their homes, offices, or shops, and finally for shaping
new green infrastructure, such as sidewalks, alleys, and public spaces. Many prerequisites or credits have a specific
compliance path for existing buildings; this is highlighted in the rating system, and more detail is provided in the
reference guide.

LEED-ND also can be used in suburban locations. There are tremendous opportunities to retrofit the suburbs,
whether this involves reviving old shopping centers and their surrounding parking lots or adding new units and
vibrant walkable town centers to existing subdivisions. Increasingly, many suburbs are well served by transit and
thus should be considered good candidates for creating mixed-use, walkable developments with the potential to
decrease residents’ and workers’ dependence on personal automobiles.

LEED for Neighborhood Development was not designed as a rating system for existing campuses, such as colleges,
universities, and military bases. Many campuses have circulation patterns and building forms and placement

that differ from the strategies outlined in LEED-ND. As a result, the rating system may not be appropriate for

such facilities, but it could be applied in certain situations. For example, LEED-ND could be used for a civilian-
style development on or adjacent to a military base, especially now that there is increased interest in developing
mixed-use main streets as a focal point for new residential development in military bases. In addition, with many
installations facing closure under the Base Realignment and Closure Act, LEED-ND could be used to guide the
redevelopment of a base as it finds a new use. For colleges and universities, the program best lends itself to campuses
that are expanding or undergoing major redevelopment. Increasingly, many universities are creating mixed-use
development projects, often with local partners, to serve as catalytic projects in their communities, and LEED-
ND could be a good framework and certification tool. Some universities are looking to their own campus lands for
new development opportunities, particularly for housing that is affordable to faculty and staff but also walkable to
campus and other amenities, and LEED-ND may be appropriate.

LEED for Neighborhood Development is not meant to be a national standard that replaces zoning codes or
comprehensive plans, nor has it been designed to certify sector plans or other policy tools. Local development
patterns and performance levels vary greatly across the country because land regulation is largely controlled by local
governments. One city may be aleader in stormwater management, and another an innovator in traffic calming, but
neither may be advanced in all areas covered by LEED-ND. The rating system should therefore not be considered

a one-size-fits-all policy tool. Instead, LEED-ND is a voluntary leadership standard, and local governments should
consider promoting its use by the development community or public-private partnerships. In addition, LEED-ND
can be used to analyze whether existing development regulations, such as zoning codes, development standards,
landscape requirements, building codes, or comprehensive plans are “friendly” to sustainable developments.

By comparing alocality’s development practices with the rating system, public officials and the planning
department can better identify code barriers that make it onerous, costly, or even impossible to undertake some
aspects of sustainable development. Finally, public sector projects (e.g., those sponsored by housing authorities,
redevelopment agencies, or specialized development authorities) are eligible to use the rating system. Please

visit the LEED for Neighborhood web page at www.usgbc.org for LEED-ND policy guidance for state and local
governments.
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“Neighborhood Development,” Defined

Based on research on the origins of neighborhood design and current best practices for locating and designing new
development, the LEED for Neighborhood Development core committee has developed a rating system for smart,
healthy, and green neighborhood development. Although LEED-ND does not strictly define what constitutes a
neighborhood, the prerequisites and credits are written to encourage a type of development that recalls the siting
and design of traditional neighborhoods and promotes best practices in new neighborhood development today.

Since ancient times, cities around the world have been spatially divided into districts or neighborhoods. Excavations
of some of the earliest cities reveal evidence of social neighborhoods. Urban scholar Lewis Mumford noted that
“neighborhoods, in some primitive, inchoate fashion exist wherever human beings congregate, in permanent family
dwellings; and many of the functions of the city tend to be distributed naturally—that is, without any theoretical
preoccupation or political direction—into neighborhoods.” In basic terms, a neighborhood is an area of dwellings,
employment, retail, and civic places and their immediate environment that residents and/or employees identify with
in terms of social and economic attitudes, lifestyles, and institutions.

Aneighborhood can be considered the planning unit of a town. The charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism
characterizes this unit as “compact, pedestrian-friendly, and mixed-use.”® By itself the neighborhood is a village, but
combined with other neighborhoods it becomes a town or a city. Similarly, several neighborhoods with their centers
at transit stops can constitute a transit corridor. The neighborhood, as laid out in LEED-ND, is in contrast to sprawl
development patterns, which create podlike clusters that are disconnected from surrounding areas. Existing and
new traditional neighborhoods provide an alternative to development patterns that characterize sprawl, such as

the single-zoned, automobile-dominated land uses that have been predominant in suburban areas since the 1950s.
Instead, traditional neighborhoods meet all those same needs—for housing, employment, shopping, civic functions,
and more—but in formats that are compact, complete, and connected, and ultimately more sustainable and diverse.”
The metrics of a neighborhood vary in density, population, mix of uses, and dwelling types and by regional customs,
economies, climates, and site conditions. In general, they include size, identifiable centers and edges, connectedness
with the surroundings, walkable streets, and sites for civic uses and social interaction.

Size is a defining feature of a neighborhood and is typically based on a comfortable distance for walking from the
center of the neighborhood to its edge; that suggests an area of 40 to 160 acres. In the 1929 Regional Plan of New
York and Environs, urban planner Clarence Perry outlined a neighborhood center surrounded by civic uses, parks,
residential uses, a school, and retail at the edge, all within one-quarter mile—about a 5-minute walk. This amounts
to an area or pedestrian “shed” of 125 acres, or if the land area is a square, 160 acres. Although Perry’s diagram does
not address many of the sustainable features of LEED-ND, such as access to multimodal transportation options,
location of infrastructure, and building form, it serves as a reference point for the mix of uses and walkable scale of
neighborhood development encouraged in the rating system. Most people will walk approximately one-quarter mile
(1,320 feet) to run daily errands; beyond that, many will take a bicycle or car. Additional research shows that people
will walk as far as a half-mile (2,640 feet) to reach heavy rail transit systems or more specialized shops or civic uses.?
Since half a square mile contains 320 acres, the core committee has decided that this size should serve as guidance for
the upper limit of a LEED-ND project.

5 Lewis Mumford, “The Neighbourhood and the Neighbourhood Unit,” Town Planning Review 2.4 (195.4): 256-270, p. 258.

6 Charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism, www.cnu.org/charter, 1996.

7 Ibid '

7

8 H.Dittmar and G. Ohland, eds., The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 2004), p. 120.
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Figure 1. Clarence Perry’s Neighborhood Unit, 1929. Figure 2. A “sustainable” update of Perry’s
Source: Regional Plan Association neighborhood unit. Source: Douglas Farr,
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Aneighborhood should have places where the public feels welcome and encouraged to congregate, recognizable

as the heart of the community. A proper center has at least one outdoor public space for this purpose, designed
with pedestrians in mind; this is the most well-defined outdoor “room” in the neighborhood. The best centers are
within walking distance of the primarily residential areas, and typically some gradient in density is discernible from
center to edge. The “center” need not be in the geographic center of the neighborhood; it can be along the edge, on
an arterial or transit line. It is important for a neighborhood to have boundaries as well as a defined center, and this
characteristic is often achieved through identifiable edges, either man-made or natural, such as adjacent farmland,
parks, greenways, schools, major rights-of-way, or other uses.

When a neighborhood has a robust network of internal streets and good connections to surrounding communities,
pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers can move more efficiently and more safely. Multiple intersections and short
blocks also give pedestrians a more interesting environment. The maximum average block perimeter to achieve

an integrated network is 1,500 feet, with a maximum uninterrupted block face of ideally no more than 450 feet;
intersecting streets are placed at intervals of 500 to 600 feet, and no greater than 800 feet apart along any single
stretch.

The morphology of a sustainable neighborhood—the design of its blocks, streets, and buildings—can serve as the
foundation of a walkable environment. Walkable streets have many features, and those elements deemed most
important by the core committee are encouraged by the LEED-ND Rating System. These features, such as human-
scaled buildings and street widths, wide sidewalks, buildings that are pulled up to the sidewalk to create a continuous
street wall, retail storefronts and other uses, and interesting street furniture and trees, are meant to create a safe,
inviting, and well-used public realm with visual interest. To keep loading docks, garage openings, and utilities away
from sidewalks, neighborhoods with walkable streets often feature alleys.
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Figure 3. Examples of neighborhood morphology. Source: Douglas Farr, Sustainable Urbanism
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Amix of uses is often integral to the vitality of a neighborhood; the mix can include not only residential and
commercial but also a variety of retail establishments, services, community facilities, and other kinds of “diverse
uses,” whether available within the neighborhood or adjacent. Urban theorist Ray Oldenburg would classify diverse
uses as “Third Places”—small neighborhood grocers, coffee shops, pubs, or post offices that allow residents and
workers to mingle and have social interactions. A mix of active and diverse retail uses on a walkable street can create a
place that is alive day and night, and not closed down at 6 p.m.

Existing neighborhoods have the added benefit of historic buildings and events with cultural significance. Jane
Jacobs argued that every neighborhood needed a mixture of newer and older buildings to allow for a variety of uses,
income levels, and even ideas within the neighborhood.® New neighborhoods can bring some of the architectural
diversity found in existing neighborhoods by including a mix of uses and housing types, each of which might need

a different building type and design, thus generating visual interest. Finally, placing important civic buildings, such
as churches, libraries, schools, or local government buildings at the termination of a street can create civic pride

and also an interesting vista for pedestrians. With a focus on civic buildings and gathering places and the pedestrian
experience in general, it is no surprise that walkable neighborhoods are often defined by the social interaction among
people living and working near one another.

In conclusion, LEED for Neighborhood Development emphasizes the creation of compact, walkable, vibrant,
mixed-use neighborhoods with good connections to nearby communities. In addition to neighborhood morphology,
pedestrian scale, and mix of uses, the rating system also emphasizes the location of the neighborhood and the
performance of the infrastructure and buildings within it. The sustainable benefits of a neighborhood increase when
it offers proximity to transit and when residents and workers can safely travel by foot or bicycle to jobs, amenities,

g Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Gities (New York: Random House, 1961), p. 187.
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and services. This can create a neighborhood with a high quality of life and healthy inhabitants, Likewise, green
buildings can reduce energy and water use, and green infrastructure, such as landscaping and best practices to reduce
stormwater runoff, can protect natural resources. Together, well-located and well-designed green neighborhood
developments will play an integral role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and improving quality of life.

Certification

To earn LEED certification, the applicant project must satisfy all the prerequisites and qualify for a minimum
number of points to attain the project ratings listed below. Having satisfied the basic prerequisites of the program,
applicant projects are then rated according to their degree of compliance within the rating system.

LEED for Neighborhood Development certifications are awarded according to the following scale:

Certified 40-49 points

Silver 50-59 points

Gold 60-79 points
Platinum 80 points and above
Stages of Certification

LEED for Neighborhood Development involves projects that may have significantly longer construction periods than
single buildings, and as a result the standard LEED certification process has been modified. To provide developers

of certifiable projects with conditional approval at an early stage, LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development
certification is divided into a three-stage process. A land-use entitlement, referred to below, is the existing or granted
right to use property for specific types and quantities of residential and nonresidential land uses.

Stage 1. Conditional Approval of a LEED-ND Plan. This stage is optional for projects at any point before

the entitlement process begins, or when no more than 50% of a project’s total new and/or renovated building

square footage has land-use entitlements to use property for the specific types and quantities of residential and
nonresidential land uses proposed, either by right or through a local government regulatory change process. Projects
with more than 50% of new and/or renovated square footage already entitled must complete the local entitlement
process for 100% of new and/or renovated square footage and apply under Stage 2. If conditional approval of the plan
is achieved, a letter will be issued stating that if the project is built as proposed, it will be eligible to achieve LEED

for Neighborhood Development certification. The purpose of this letter is to help the developer build a case for
entitlement among land-use planning authorities, as well as attract financing and occupant commitments.

Stage 2. Pre-Certified LEED-ND Plan. This stage is available after 100% of the project’s total new and/or
renovated building square footage has been fully entitled by public authorities with jurisdiction over the project.
The project can also be under construction or partially completed, but no more than 75% of the total square footage
can be constructed; projects that are more than 75% constructed must finish and use Stage 3. Any changes to the
conditionally approved plan that could affect prerequisite or credit achievement must be communicated as part of
this submission. If precertification of the plan is achieved, a certificate will be issued stating that the plan is a Pre-
Certified LEED for Neighborhood Development Plan and it will be listed as such on the USGBC website.

Stage 3. LEED-ND Certified Neighborhood Development. This final step takes place when the project can submit
documentation for all prerequisites and attempted credits, and when certificates of occupancy for buildings and
acceptance of infrastructure have been issued by public authorities with jurisdiction over the project. Any changes
to the Pre-Certified LEED-ND Plan that could affect prerequisite or credit achievement must be communicated as
part of this submission. If certification of the completed neighborhood development is achieved, a plaque or similar
award for public display at the project site will be issued and it will be listed as certified on the USGBC website.
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Since the location of a project cannot be changed, whereas its design and technologies can, a review is offered to
determine a project’s compliance with the Smart Location and Linkage (SLL) prerequisites and inform the team
whether the location qualifies. Ifit does, a project team can proceed; if it doesn’t, the team can end its participation
in the program before investing more time. This optional review of the SLL prerequisites is available to projects in
advance of a Stage 1, Stage 2, or Stage 3 application.

IV. EXEMPLARY PERFORMANCE

Exemplary performance strategies result in performance that greatly exceeds the performance level or expands the
scope required by an existing credit. To earn an exemplary performance point, teams must meet the performance
level defined by the next step in the threshold progression. For a credit with more than one compliance path, an
Innovation and Design Process point can be earned by satisfying more than one compliance path if their benefits are
additive.

The credits for which exemplary performance points are available are listed in the LEED Reference Guide for Green
Neighborhood Development, 2009 Edition.

V. REGIONAL PRIORITY

To provide incentive to address geographically specific environmental issues, USGBC regional councils and
chapters, the Congress for the New Urbanism chapters, and representatives of Smart Growth America’s State and
Local Caucus have identified 6 credits per rating system that are of particular importance to specific areas. Each
Regional Priority credit is worth an additional 1 point, and a total of 4 additional points may be earned by achieving
Regional Priority credits, with 1 point earned per credit. If the project achieves more than 4 Regional Priority credits,
the team can choose the credits for which these points will apply. The USGBC website contains a searchable database
of Regional Priority credits.
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SMART LOGATION AND LINKAGE

SLL Prerequisite 1: Smart Location

Required

Intent

To encourage development within and near existing communities and public transit infrastructure. To encourage
improvement and redevelopment of existing cities, suburbs, and towns while limiting the expansion of the
development footprint in the region to appropriate circumstances. To reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). To reduce the incidence of obesity, heart disease, and hypertension by encouraging daily physical activity
associated with walking and bicycling.

Requirements
FOR ALL PROJECTS

Either (a) locate the project on a site served by existing water and wastewater infrastructure or (b) locate the project
within a legally adopted, publicly owned, planned water and wastewater service area, and provide new water and
wastewater infrastructure for the project.

AND
OPTION 1. Infill Sites

Locate the project on an infill site.

OR

OPTION 2. Adjacent Sites with Connectivity
Locate the project on an adjacent site (i.e., a site that is adjacent to previously developed 1and; see Definitions)
where the connectivity of the site and adjacent land is at least go intersections/square mile as measured within
a1/2-mile distance of a continuous segment of the project boundary, equal to or greater than 25% of the project
boundary, that is adjacent to previous development. Existing external and internal intersections may be counted
if they were not constructed or funded by the project developer within the past ten years. Locate and/or design the
project such that a through-street and/or nonmotorized right-of-way intersects the project boundary at least every
600 feet on average, and at least every 800 feet, connecting it with an existing street and/or right of way outside
the project; nonmotorized rights-of-way may count for no more than 20% of the total. The exemptions listed in
NPD Prerequisite 3, Connected and Open Community, do not apply to this option.
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Figure 1. Adjacent and connected project site based on minimum 25% of perimeter adjacent to previously developed
parcels and at least 90 eligible intersections per square mile within 1/2 mile of boundary segment adjacent to
previous development
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Figure 2. Project site with through-street right-of-way intersecting project boundary at least every 600 feet on average
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OPTION 3. Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate Transit Service
Locate the project on a site with existing and/or planned transit service such that atleast 50% of dwellingunits and
nonresidential building entrances (inclusive of existing buildings) are within a 1/4 mile walk distance of bus and/or
streetcar stops, orwithin a 1/2 mile walk distance of bus rapid transit stops, light or heavy rail stations, and/or ferry
terminals, and the transit service at those stops in aggregate meets the minimums listed in Table 1 (both weekday
and weekend trip minimums must be met).

Weekend trips must include service on both Saturday and Sunday. Commuter rail must serve more than one
metropolitan statistical area (MSA) and/or the area surrounding the core of an MSA.

Table 1. Minimum daily transit service

Weekday trips Weekend trips
Projects with multiple transit types (bus, streetcar, rail, or ferry) 60 40
Projects with commuter rail or ferry service only 24 6




If transit service is planned but not yet operational, the project must demonstrate one of the following:

a. The relevant transit agency has a signed full funding grant agreement with the Federal Transit
Administration that includes a revenue operations date for the start of transit service. The revenue
operations date must be no later than the occupancy date of 50% of the project’s total building square
footage.

b. For bus, streetcar, bus rapid transit, or ferry service, the transit agency must certify that it has an approved
budget that includes specifically allocated funds sufficient to provide the planned service at the levels listed
above and that service at these levels will commence no later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total
building square footage.

c. For rail service other than streetcars, the transit agency must certify that preliminary engineering for a rail
line has commenced. In addition, the service must meet either of these two requirements:

= A state legislature or local subdivision of the state has authorized the transit agency to expend funds to
establish rail transit service that will commence no later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total
building square footage.

OR

= A municipality has dedicated funding or reimbursement commitments from future tax revenue for the
development of stations, platforms, or other rail transit infrastructure that will service the project no
later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total building square footage.
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Figure 3. Walking routes on pedestrian network showing distances from dwellings and nonresidential uses to transit
stops
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OPTION 4. Sites with Nearby Neighborhood Assets
Include a residential component equaling at least 30% of the project’s total building square footage (exclusive of
portions of parking structures devoted exclusively to parking), and locate the project near existing neighborhood
shops, uses, and facilities (“diverse uses”; see Appendix) such that the project boundaryis within 1/4-mile walk
distance of at least five diverse uses, or such that the project’s geographic center is within 1/2-mile walk distance
of at least seven diverse uses. In either case the qualifying uses mustinclude at least one food retail establishment
and at least one use from each of two other categories, with the following limitations:

a, Asingle establishment may not be counted in two categories (e.g., a place of worship maybe counted only
once even ifit also contains a daycare facility, and a retail store maybe counted only once even ifit sells
products in several categories).

b. Establishments in 2 mixed-use building may each count if they are distinctly operated enterprises with



separate exterior entrances, but no more than half of the minimum number of diverse uses canbe situated
in a single building or undera common roof.

c. Onlytwo establishmentsin a single category maybe counted (e.g,, if five restaurants are within the
required distance, only two maybe counted).

Figure 4. Walking routes on pedestrian network showing distances from dwellings and nonresidential uses to diverse

use destinations

.

=

S

-t

Park AN

{Gvic)

LXK

12Mile
Radius [

L]

BHIW
LIm
1
O\ ,o)‘
4
o
[ ==
% T
s
T T T I [

&
|

D
oy
v

| -

9

L
=1 - : = = : >/
il :Il— % E ! = Walking Route (Distance)

AN
g

Destination

o A= SRS 1= B e S ——

’

1=

T eI T v e —rr— r



adjacent site a sitehaving atleast 26% of its boundary bordering parcels that are eachat least 75% previously
developed. A street or other right-of- way does not constitute previously developed land; instead, itis the status of
thepropertyon the other side of the street or right-of-way that matters. Any fraction of the boundary thatborders
waterfront other than a stream is excluded from the calculation. A site is still considered adjacent if the 25%
adjacentportion of its boundary is separated from previously developed parcels by undeveloped, permanently
protected land averaging no more than 400 feet in width and no more than 500 feet in anyone place. The
undeveloped land must be permanently preserved asnatural area, riparian corridor, park, greenway, agricultural
land, or designated cultural landscape. Permanent pedestrian paths connecting the project through the protected
parcels to the bordering site maybe counted to meet the requirement of SLL Prerequisite 1, Option 2 (that the
projectbe connected tothe adjacent parcel bya through-street or nonmotorized right-of-way every 600 feeton
average, provided the path or paths traverse the undeveloped land at nomore than a 10% grade forwalking by
persons of all ages and physical abilities).

Adjacent project site based on minimum 25% of perimeter adjacent to previously developed parcels, inciuding
allowance for permanently protected land between project boundary and previously developed parcels

1 Ty rora - 1 o

connectivity the number of publicly accessible intersections per square mile, including any combination of
streets, dedicated alleys, transit rights-of-way, and nonmotorized rights-of-way. If one must both enter and exit
anarea through the same intersection, suchan intersection and anyintersections beyond that point are not
counted; intersections leading only to culs-de-sac are also not counted. The calculation of square mileage excludes
waterbodies, parks largerthan 1/2 acre, public facility campuses, airports, rail yards, slopes over 15%, and areas
nonbuildableunder codified law or the rating system, Street rights-of-way may notbe excluded.




infill site a site that meets any of the following four conditions:
a. Atleast75% ofits boundary borders parcels that individually are atleast 50% previously developed, and that
inaggregate areatleast75% previously developed.

b. The site,in combination with bordering parcels, forms an aggregate parcel whose boundaryis 75% bounded
by parcels that individually are at least 50% previously developed, and thatin aggregate are atleast 75%

previously developed.

¢. Atleast75% oftheland area, exclusive of rights-of-way, within a1/2 mile distance from the project boundary
ispreviously developed.

d. Thelandswithina1/2 mile distance from the project boundary have a preproject connectivity of at least 140

Asireet or otherright-of-way does not constitute previously developed land; it is the status of propertyon the other
side or right-of-way of the street that matters, For conditions (a) and (b) above, any fraction of the perimeter that
borders waterfront other than a streamis excluded from the calculation,

{a). Infill project site based on minimum 75% of {b). Infill project site based on minimum 75% adjacent
perimeter adjacent to previously developed parcels to previously developed parcels using project boundary
and selected bordering parcels
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{c). Infi!l project site based on minimum 75% of land
area within 1/2 mile of project boundary being previously
developed
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previousty developedaltered by paving, construction, andjor land use that would typically have required
regulatory permitting to have been initiated (alterations may exist nowor in the past). Previously developed land
includes aplattedlot on which abuilding was constructed if the lot is no more than 1acre; previous development
onlots larger than 1acre is defined as the develgpment foolprint and land alterations associated with the footprint.
Land that is not previously developed and altered landscapes resulting from current or historical clearing or filling,
agriculturalor forestry use, or preserved natural area use are considered undeveloped land. The date of previous
development permit issuance constitutes the date of previous development, but permitissuancein itself does not

constitute previous development.




EXHIBIT 4

DEIR Public Comment Letter dated August 13, 2013 from Kevin K. Johnson APLC re:
Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)-General Plan and
Community Plan Inconsistencies



ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PDS {Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
= T i T = = = =

Fire Protection Plan |5 e remove the discussion regarding Solar Photovoltaic The FPP has been revised to address the @mh_w
11 k1) Power System. The Specific Plan does not include any the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 20113 ar13n3
provisions for a solar facility. and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan o412
. L . The FPP has been revised to address the
o Please update the phasing exhibit to address the previous the comments from the Deer Springs FPD | ‘apyie | 613713
: and County Fire Authority.
General Comment |Please clarify the acreage of the project site and the number of
12 1 properties {parcels) throughout the technical studies. 611412 12110012
General Comment |Please clarify the number of parcels within the project area
12 2 throughout the technical studies. ar4/12 1210012
General Plan .
Conformance  |1he project remains inconsistent with the land use map and
numerous General Plan and Community Plan policies. Please
see the General Plan Conformance Review atached to this lefter,
for additional information. The project also appears to be a4
inconsistent with the Community Plan policies identified below. | The projects conformance with the General 12110112
132 1 Please review the policies and indicate to staff how you would Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and Y013 8M13an3
propose to revise these policies or if you disagree with staff's Land Use section of the EIR.
analysis. Some of the policies identified below may not be an
issue based on a review of the technical documents requestad.
The analysis of the projects consistency with these policies will
_o«w.m.zha_.ﬂ_nﬂ_“_- Goal LU-1.1 A unique balance of Bonsall's nural agricufture,
Bonsall Community eslate _QM ridgelines, macmm.:m: uses, and open space land The proj confo with the General a:.aJN
13| 2 Plan uses within the community. inchuding open space andbow | oy e cced in the Specific Planand | 1210712 | gr4343
density buffers that separate the community from adjacenl cities Land Use section of the EIR 2013
and unincosporated community and new development that :
conserves natural resources and topograply.
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t T Oate Dale
- s - Menlified .| Resohved
oﬂaaomaw_uﬂ_ﬂ_- Policy LU-1.1.1 Require development in the community to The projects conformance with the General w‘ﬁ_w%_w
13 3 Bonsall 003,3::5_ preserve the nural qualities of the area, minimize traffic Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 22013 811313
Plan congestion, and to not adversely affect the natural emvironment. Land Use section of the EIR. !
r
%Mﬂﬂhﬁ.- Policy P LU-1.1.2 Maintain the existing rural ifestyle by The projects conformance with the General Mﬁ.ﬁ
13 4 Bonsall Community continuing the existing pattem of residential. equestrian, and Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and Y2013 813113
Plan agricuttural uses within the Bonsall CPA. Land Use section of the EIR.
coeneral Plan o yicy LU1.1.3 Require development to be sensitive to the The projects conformance with the General [ &14112
13 5 Bonsall Community topography. physical context, and community character of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 22013 ar13/13
Plan Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
omhﬂoﬂ”_mﬂa“_. The projects conformance with the General Mnﬂ M“-MM
13 6 Bonsall Community Figure 3, Bonrsall Village Boundaries. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 2013 Br13m13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 81412
- . . . The projects conformance with the General
Conformance -  |Goal 1.2 Continued development that is appropriately designed : . N 1210112 ,
1B7 Bonsall Community [to match the rural character of the Bonsall community. Flan ar&ﬂahm& in the &mﬁaﬁn_wm_m_! and | apgna | 8133
Plan ani s section .
General Plan ] . 814112
al s Conformance - |Policy 1.2.1 Require development thatis designed to be ﬁ:ﬂ_ﬂmnwhﬁ_s_.ﬁsﬁm :&sﬂ”ﬁﬂ. 21002 |
Bonsall Community |consistent with the rural character of the Bonsall community. in the Specific 2013
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan i . 1412
al e Conformance -  |Palicy 1.2.2 Encourage the application of design review to the ﬁﬂhﬁ Eﬂwﬁﬂﬁ_s_.ﬂﬁm :_a_.smkum.:“ﬂ 20042 | o
Bonisall Community |majority of parcels in the Bensall CPA. the Specific arpn3
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . | eridi12
sl 1o Conformance - |Goal LU-2.1 Deveiopment that centers inside the core Village in ._M__M_.uw.sm m&nwaﬂﬁﬂﬂaum :a..?%h:%. 120042 | oo
Bonsall Community |Bonsal and discourages spot development outside that area. : e of 20413
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
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Oate

o]

the environment, and to lessen grading and erosion.

__uj
T “General Plan L ) . 814112
Conformance - Policy LU-2.1.1 Encourage development inside the Viflage The pmjects conformance with the General 12010112
13 1 Bonsall Gommunity boundaries (see Figure 3) which are centered around the Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 20113 arM3n3
Plan Mission Road/Olive Hill Road and State Route 78 intersections. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal LU-2.2 The San Luis Rey River Valley retains its rural . . a4anz
13| 12 Conformance - (character, while urbanized development remains within [iteimiietie mﬂﬂﬁﬂwﬂ:@ﬂ_ 1210012 | giana
Bonsall Community |neighboring cities that are discouraged from annexing aneas of L e an an 20113
Plan Bonsall. and Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal LU-3.1 Estate ot residential development that provides . a14n2
al 1 Conformance -  [adequate housing opportunities for all residents, while w_”:u.ws m&ma.u SH_..__M.R weith sﬂwmﬁu_ 202
Bonsall Community [maintaining and enhancing the existing rural atmosphere of the ressed in the Specific Plan an 20113
Plan community. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy LU-3.1.2 Require subdivision design to minimize adverse a4z
Conformance -  |impacts to community character, or to the environment, and o | The projects confonmance with the General ﬂu:axbm
13 14 Bonsall Community |mitigate any impacts fom other constraints on the land that Ptan is addressed in the Specific Plan and § _.._ 3 ar3in3
Plan could not be avoided. Require mitigation actions to remain within Land Use section of the EIR.
the CPA.
General Plan
oo s |Policy LU-31.3 Buffer residential areas from incompaible The projects conformance with the General Mﬂu%m
13 15 Bonsall Community achivities, which create heavy traffic. noise, dust, unsightly views, | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and Y2013 671313
Plan or from incompatibdity with the surrounding environment. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . 814112
I Conformance - |Poliy LU-5.12 Require gracing 1o be conioured o blend with w__”:ﬂo_ &nmawa“ﬁ_i._ﬁe.sm with Ewwhzmnﬂ_ 121012 | oo
Bonsall Commun , i i Specific
o ity |natural topography, rather than consist of straight edges. Land Use ion of the EIR. 20113
General Plan Policy LU-5.1.3 Minimize grading to preserve natural landforms, . . w1412
12 17 Conformance -  |major rock outcroppings and areas of existing mature trees. ._w”:_ ror add 8:&-.-: !ui_-m General 121012
Bonsall Community Integrate hilside development with existing topography and is addressed in the SpecificPlanand | 350,49 | 813113
Plan 1andf i Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . . .
Conformance -  |Policy .rG.m..__.A. Resirict, to the maximum extent feasible, The projects confo with the General a4z
13| 18 | Bonsall Community [Siensive grading for gﬂim:h&”w in areas with sioPes | Ptan is addressed in the Specific Planand | 21012 | 6113713
Plan are 20 percent or greater, in order lo preserve protect Land Use section of the EIR. 320113
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Policy LU-52.2 Allow further reductions in minimum lot sizes
indicated in Policy LU-5.2.1, through Planned Development, Lot
Area Averaging. or Specific Plan projects only when setbacks,
buiding scale, and design are appropriate to retain the
lequestrian and agricuftural community character in the area.

Example: Semi Rural 2 establishes a density of one dwelling unit
per two acres. Fifty percent of that density would resull in a
minimum Iot size of one acre.

Land Use seciion of the EIR.

[ Tate Oate |
E... i . .| Resolwed
General Plan . . a/114112
I Conformance - |Policy LU-5.1.5 Regquire development on slopes to be stepped to ﬁ!w%hanogm a_a.s__is.oom %ﬂamﬂ_ 2002 | o
Bonsall Community [follow and preserve topography to the maximum extent feasible. . 20113
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . 142
. i . The projects. canformance with the General ,
Conformance - |Policy LU-5.1.8 Mmnimize cut and fill grading for roads and ; . - 1210712
13 20 B I} Communi L Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 811313
onsa e munity access ways lo the absolute minimum necessary. Land Use ion of the EIR. 2013
omhh%:.‘”_uﬂ_“.- Goal LU-5.2 The preservation of groundwater resources, The projects conformance with the General M_,.__&.““Wm
13 21 y o+ |community character and protection of sensitive resources in the | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and anM3ans3
Bonsall Community A20113
Plan Bonsall Community Planning Area. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance -  |Policy LU-52_1 Require lot sizes, excepl through planned
Bonsall Community |development, Jot area averaging or specific plan projects, o be
Plan no smaller than:
- 50 percent of the density indicated on the Land Use Map,
without clustering or ot averaging, for Semi Rural 4 and higher
densities, or
= Four acres for Semi Rural 10 and lower densities. The projects conformance with the General d,ann.ﬂﬂm.“_um
13 22 Implementation LU-5.2.1 Zoning Ordinance Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 220113 81313
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fream) B | Wdentified. | Resclved.
General Plan . L .
Conformance-  |Policy LU-52.2 Allow further reductions in minimum lot sizes ar42
Bonsall Community indicated in Policy LU-5.2.1, through Planned Development, Lot | The projects conformance with the General 12110012
13 23 Area Averaging. or Specific Plan projects only when sethacks, Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6713713
Plan ar20M13
building scale, and design are appropriate to retsin the Land Use section of the EIR.
equestrian and agricultural community character in the area.
General Plan Goal LU-8.1 Infrastructure and public utilities that are provided . . 814112
13 24 Conformance - |concurrent to development in a manner compatible with 4_“”:_ - ! add ooqmnw:.._ th é?ﬂﬁwm:nﬂ_ 12110112 anIna
Bonsall Community |community character while minimizing visual and environmesntal 5 addressed In the S anan 20113 ,
Plan impacts Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan ar14/12
. . The projects confarmance with the General .
Conformance - |Policy LU-8.12 Provide development on an orderly, phased X . - 12/10:12
13 25 . . o N P ’ Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 813113
Bonsall Commu 1
e nity |basis so that it will not overload public facilities. Land Use section of the EIR. o3
General Plan Goal LU-7.1 An adequate supply of water that meets current and | The projects conformance with the General ariana
Coaformance - 12110012
13 26 Bonsall Community projected needs of both residential and agricultural users in Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3013 6113113
Plan Bonsall CPA. Land Use seclion of the EIR.
General Plan _ |Goal GM-1.1 A circulation system which preserves the rural - - a4z
sl 2 Conformance-  |character of the community and provides a safe, balanced wﬂ.u.smm.mu 8:“3&9.8 !s.sﬂwgau_ 121002 | oo
Bonsall Community [transportation system, which includes automobile, bicycle, Lo Use secfion mﬁ&zan_wm_m amand | anpia
Plan equestrian and pedestrian users. )
Ge 1 Pla
Conformance |Policy GM-1.1.1 Reduce traffic volume on roads recognized as | The projects conformance with the General | 3o g
13 28 Bonsall Community future “poor level of service” with methods such as, but not Pfan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 470113 81313
Plan limited to, providing aftemate routes and reducing density. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . i . K
Conformance - | olicy CM-1.1.3 Coondinate with Calrans to design and
Bonsall Community [construct State Route 78, East Vista Way (S13), and Interstate |, . Br14/12
@l 20 onsall Communy (15 1o eficiently carmry raffic through the Bonsall GPA. Design and W_w_u.w% oS onfarmancs :a_.smnwum_auna_u_ 1210002 | o
construct interior roads, such as Camino del Rey, West Lilac, , Land Use ion 3._ the EIR 3720113
Gopher Canyon, and Olive Hill to carry primarily local traffic and )
remain rural to the degree consistent with safety requirements.
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ftem| , 1 e
General Plan Policy C#-1.1.4 Prioritize the preservation and protection of ‘
Conformance - |sensitive habitats, such as wellands, over road bocation, . . 814112
Bonsall Community |relocation, or realigyment. Encourage all mitigation to be on-site The projects Samoa:m-.om !_mi—-m General 1210/12
i3 o . ) P Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and eM3an3
Plan and site-specific. Require mitigation within the Bonsall CPA Land Use iom of the EIR 20113
where on-site and site-specific mitigation is not appropriate, .
whenever feasible.
General Plan  [Poficy CM-1.1.5 Minimize direct access points onto Mobility
Conformance - |Element roads to produce unimpeded traffic flow in commercial . . ar412
Bonsall Community |areas. Require new Commercial development to provide, where | 1 Projects comformance with the General | /515
13 31 . L P Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 81313
Plan possible, indirect access through the use of existing road access Land Use section of the EIR 2013
pomts. loop, or frentage roads, common driveways or simiar .
means.
| Plar
coneralPlan | Policy CM-1.1.6 Minimize the use of cul-de-sacs in the Bonsall | The projects conformance with the General B
13 3z Bonsall Community CPA and require new subdivisions to provide local connectivity | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and A20/13 8113
Plan by providing linkages for long-term circulation improvement. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal CM-4.1 A circulation system which-preserves the rural . . 8114112
N . Conformance - |character of the community and pravides a safe, balanced w_.” u.s“% S.Hq..ﬂﬁ ésﬂwmzmﬂ_ 121012 | oo
Bansall Community |transportation system, which inclides automobile, bicycle, n is addressed in the Specffic Planand | 373013
- - Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan equestrian, and pedestrian users.
coeneral Plan | policy GM-4.1.2 Prohibit the use of all on street parking on The projects conformance with the Generat | J14/12
i3 3 Bonsalt Commwunity Mobility Element Roads outside the Village Boundaries and Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and a0 _Ju. 8113113
require development to provide adequate onsite parking. Land Use seclion of the EIR.
Plan
Plai
nm.Mﬂam“_u:oo: _ |Goal GM-5.1 Scenic routes where community character and The projects conformance with the General @Mhrnw
13 35 Bonsall Community natural resources are preserved by minimizing the impacts of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 220i13 613113
Plan public or private development along roadways in Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy CM-5.1.1 Design, maintain andfor improve scenic areas, ar14/12
Conformance - |road alignments. and realignments to minimize the alteration of | The projects conformance with the General Q:e:rn
13 38 Bonsall Community |the natural landform by following the contours. of the existing, Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and Sn} 3 8133
Plan natural {opography without sacrificing safety or sight distance Land Use section of the EIR.
criteria.
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o] T RESateEon Summary T | Dt
— 1 ey pan i
General Plan Goal GOS-1.1 The preservation of the unique natural and . 81412
sl a Conformance - |cultural resources of Bonsall and the San Luis Rey Riverand | [0 ProF m&mawaﬂﬁ_a__,ﬁe_sm mﬂ»ﬂhﬂﬂﬁ“_ 22
Bonsall Community |associated watershed, with continued support for its traditional Land U <om of the EIR 320113
Plan rural and agricuttural life-style. and Use section :
General Pla 2
Conformance - [Py COS-1.1.4 Require development to be compatble with | The projects conformance with the General [ O/ =
13 38 Bonsall Commanity adjacent natural preserves, sensitive habitat areas, agriculural | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 20013 813113
Plan lands, and recreation areas, os provide transition or buffer aneas. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . ar14/12
ol Conformance - |Goal COS-1.2 The continuation of agricullure as a prominent use H“:u.w %Rn&aﬂﬁﬂ e with Ewwhsuo:ﬂ_ 121002 | oo o
i i i
Bonsal %ﬂ”aﬁa@ throughout the Bonsall community. Land Use sect &m a#.m: m"_m. 32013
General Plan
. : . . "
Conformance - Policy .Oom 1.2.1 m_xux-wcm the protection & areas ..-mm_nsuﬁn The proj conform with the General 81412
3 4 B . |for agricultural activities from scaltered and incompatible urban ol N . 12110012
1] onsall Community | s . - Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 8rM313
intrusions, along with the provision of greenbelt/buffers between - Y2013
Plan . . . Land Use section of the EIR.
agricuttural zoning and urban zening.
General Plan Policy COS-1.2.2 Encourage the use of agricutture easements in . . an4anz
sl e Conformance - [the GPA, especially as part of the Canservation Subdivision .wsn_m:!. a_mm&& Sﬁiﬂﬁ with z.wwmﬁﬂ 202 | o
Bonsall Community (Program, whie maintaining community character with rural and s addressed in the Specific Plan 2013
d Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan semi-rural homes.
General Plan . . ) L. -
Conformance - _uo_.n.w ,GOML.N..m. mma..am.nmem_o?:m:;.- minimize potential ) 14012
Bensall Community conflicts with adjacent agricultural operations, through the The projects conformance with the General 12110012
13 42 incorporation of adequate buffers, setbacks, and project design | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and - 813713
Plan 20M13

measures to protect surrounding agriculture and support local
and state right-to-farm reguiations.

Land Use section of the EIR.
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| P  Resclved
General Plan . .
Conformance - vo..nxnomh.u.u _uqmmm:.m and encourage wildfe comidors
Bonsall Community Eoi@_:n -Eamﬂ areas, which are essential to the long-term .
Plan Su!__? of !_.n__am populations, 5310: open space mmmm:..m:.m, The proi confo with the General an4n :
13 43 public unn..__.m&o:. or other appropriate amuzm..qim width & the _u-n_._ wgm&m : _ﬁnmna in the Specific Plan and i2romn2 811313
easement will depend on the type of wildlife using the corridor Land Use iom of the EIR 20113
and the natural topography, plus an appropriate buffer (as :
determined by a certified wildlite biologist) on either side of the
corridor, where feasible.
General Plan Goal COS-1.4 An “astronomical dark sky” that retains the rural . . | en4n12
13 44 Conformance - |setting and facilitates the astronomical research in San Diego ﬁ:ﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁﬂwﬁ%ﬁ:ﬁﬂ_ 12non2 813112
Bonsall Community |County and the confinued operation of the Mt Palomar Land Use ion of the EIR 320113
Plan observatory. )
2
eneral PIan | oolicy COS-1.4.1 Discourage sireet lighting, unless necessary | The projects conformance with the General Bbhigt
13 45 B 1l Community for safety. Require street lighting to meet basic safety standards | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and Y2013 ar3in3
Plan and the County Light Pollution Code, Ordinance #7155. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy C05-1.5.1 — Require adequate sethacks from all . 814112
13 48 Conformance -  |watercourses and drainages to protect property, improve water M“M:_ W= m&nﬁ“ﬂﬂ in the wﬁ“ﬂ“:”“. 12nonz 8113713
Bonsall Community |quality. provide buffer for riparian habitat and wildlife, and Land Use section of the EIR. 32013
Plan enhance aesthetic quality of the riparian environment.
Plan , a
e ian " |Boal COS-1.8 Important historic and prehistoric archaeological | The projects conformance with the General | C/T4/12
13 47 Bonsall Community |reSources are identified and preserved through adequate Ptan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 20113 611313
Plan protection for new sites, as they are discovered. Land Use section of the EIR.
-2
nmmﬂoﬂ_mﬂ_“_- Policy COS-1.6.1 Prevent development, trenching, grading, The projects conformance with the General Mﬂ%ﬂm
13 48 Bonsall Community clearing and grubbing and other related activities that can be Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and A70/13 813113
Plan damaging to significant prehistoric or historic sites. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal COS-2.1 A balanced system of local parks, open space, ar4n2
Conformance - |riding and hiking trails, with cutdoor recreation facilities and The projects conformance with the General *Ede__ﬂ
13| 49 Bonsall Community |services, which incorporate the outstanding natural features of | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and Sm: m. 813113
Plan

§m%>m:n3&=ﬁﬂmawgﬁmimﬂm=w25mmoaw&_
community. '

Land Use section of the EIR.
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Plan

Land Use section of the EIR.

Gm.m.ﬂomnwﬂﬁ.- Policy COS-2.1.1 Encourage the acquisition and development of | The projects conformance with the General Wwﬂh—un
13 50 Bonsall Community parklands. that will protect oulstanding, scenic, and riparian Ptan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 12013 8M13n3
Plan areas, and cultural, histosical, and biological resources. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy COS-2.1.4 Require appropriate wetland preservation &14112
Conformance - [buffers in recreational facilities located adjacent to wetlands to | The projects conformance with the General 12110112
13{ 51 Bonsall GCommunity |yse parkland to provide a transition to the wetiand buffer area Plan is addressed in the Specific Planand | 5.0, 813113
Plan and buffers for additional passive recreational uses, as Land Use section of the EIR.
permitted.
General Pla :
ot rn |Poticy ©05-2.1.5 Coondinate with the Bonsall Community The projects conformance with the General| '/
13 52 Bonsall Community Sponsor Group on the future siting, naming. and planning of Pfan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 12013 8r13/13
Plan ‘community parks in Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR. -
[ ¢
General Plan Policy CO5-3.1.1 Encourage agricultural and equestrian open The projects conformance with the General Gianz2
Confermance - L R . B . 12110012
13 53 Bonsall Community spaces and only encourage linking of open space i itis Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 47013 811313
Plan biological and supports a wildlife comidor system. Land Use section of the EIR. -
| Plan g
Om””om__.”mno@: . |GOAL 5-1 Adequate law enforcement, fire protection, and The projects conformance with the General da Nuﬂa.“__mn
13 54 Bonsall Community [2rmergency segvices that contribute to a safe living and working | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 120013 8113113
Plan environment for the residents of Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR. -
ceneral Plan | bolicy 5-1.1 Support the provision of adequate law enforcement, | The projects conformance with the General e
13 55 o [fire protection, and emergency services for the residents of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 813713
Bonisall Community . 3720113
Plan Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan GOAL N-1 Protect and enhance Bonsall's acoustical ai14i12
Conformance -  |environment by supporting the control of noise at its source, The projects conformance with the General 12110112
13 56 Bonsall Gommunily |along its transmission path and at the site of sensitive receivers. | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 220/13 8713113
Plan Maintain an environment free of excessive noise by providing Land Use section of the EIR. =
control of noise at its source.
General Plan 814112
. . . . . The projacts corformance with the General
Conformance -  |Policy N-1.1 Require site design and buiding design controls to . . s 1211012 ;
13 57 Bonsall Community |minimize noise emissions from noise sources. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 20113 8r13n3
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Date

increase the population and total number of housing units within

the community.

Land Use section of the EIR.

| T rc,guw .g
mw:émnnﬂw- Policy N-1.2 Encourage land use and circulation pattems, which | The projects corformance with the General M.Hﬂh% 2
13 58 .. |will minimize noise in residential neighborhoods and sensitive Plan is addressed in fhe Specific Plan and 8133
Bonsall Community 372013
Plan . wildlife habitat. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan an4nz
. e . The projects conformance with the General
Conformance -  [Policy N-1.3 Support Emiting truck traffic to designated routes to X N _ 12710012
13 58 | Bonsall Community |reduce noise in residential areas. Plan _mrma_“m:um ed in the w*_ﬂ“am_ﬂ_ﬂ_ and | 30113 8/13i13
Plan and Use section 8
Oﬁmﬂuﬂaﬂ_- The projects conformance with the General aa__uuﬂh.“_ﬂum
13 80 Bonsall Community Section 8. Specific Plans and Special Study Areas. Ptan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 2013 8r13/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan  (The Background section of the Valley Center Community Plan
Conformance - Valley|indicates that the “2010 SANDAG estimates for population and X 14012
| gy | Center Community |housing in the Valley Certer PA identify a populalion of 17.582 H”_.um._ ﬂnmnwaﬂﬁ_i._ﬁsﬁo :a,.s.mvwhﬂﬂ_ 21012 | o
Plan with a tolal of 8,573 housing units.” The project would further : Spec 32013
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ftem

General Plan

Community Character Goal

Om:m”»ﬁsuoq“m-“_”“_ﬂwe Preserve and enhance the rural character of Valley Center by
Pl maintaining a3 pattern of land use consistent with the following
an N .
regional categories.
a. Village
Enhance the rural viltage character of valley center’s north and aM14112
south villages defined by the current nodes of industrial, The projects conformance with the General 3..39:»”
i3 82 commercial and higher density village residential land use Pfan is addressed in the Specific Plan and A20/13 anMan3
designations. Land Use section of the EIR.
b. Semi-rural lands preserve and maintain the overall rural and
agricultural character of the semi-rural areas.
c. Rural [ands preserve and maintain the overall rural and
agriculttural character of the rural lands area outside the semi-
rural area.
| Pla 12
Confomerce - Valiey The projects conformance with the General | 31112
13 83 . " |Figure 2, Valley Center Context Map. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 813113
Center Community - 2013
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Community Character . . 8114112
3| s [Conformance - Valley|Policy 1: Require that future projects are consistent with the H:u.._w_&amawaﬂﬁﬁﬂ.ﬂm !ﬁ:.ﬂ”:&oﬂ, 212 | o
Center Community |goals, policies, and recommendations contained in the Valley Land Use section m&ﬂ__ﬁa_wm_m J20/13
Plan Center Community Plan. ’
General Plan Community Character art4/12
Conformance - Valley| Policy 2: Maintain the existing rural character of Valley Center in | The projects conformance with the General E.SE_M
13| 85 Center Community |future developments by prohibiting monotonous tract Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 22071 mr ar13/13
Plan developments. Require site design that is consistent with the Land Use section of the EIR.

rural community character.
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wan] | Bl -3
P sy o vy vme gy, 0 | 1-
General Plan
Conformance - Valley|Land Use
Center Community |General Goals
Plan Two economically viable and socially vibrant vilages where
dense residential uses, as well as commercial and industrial
uses, are contaned.
A pattem of development that conserves valley center's natwral | The projects conformance with the General »EN\—N .H Wu
i3 066 beauty and resources, and retains valley center’s rural character.| Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and a20/13 813113
Land Use section of the EIR
A pattem of development that accommodates people of diverse
ages, lifestyles, occupations, and interests with opportunities for
village, semi-rural and rural living.
Development that maintains valley center’s rural character
through appropriate location and suitable site design.
General Plan 2
Conformance - Valley The projects conformance with the Ganera Mﬂhﬁ
13 87 Center Community Figure 3, Valley Center Village Boundaries Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 20113 81313
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan A. Environmental Cencems and Issues:
Conformance - Valley|y_ Require that discretionary permits preserve environmentally
Center Communily |significant andlor sensitive resources such as undisturbed steep
Plan slopes, canyons, floodplains, ridge tops and unique scenic views
in order to reinforce the rural character of the area through 814412
sensifive site design and, where appropriate, with open space The projects conformance with the General JESRM
13 88 easements. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 013 61313

2. Require preservation of unique features such as oak
weodlands, riparian habitats, steep slopes, archaeological sites,
and ecologically sensitive areas.

3. Prohibit ridgefine residential deselopment unless it can be
shown through a viewshed analysis that there would be only
minimal impact to adjacent properties.

Land Use section of the EIR.
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General Plan
Conformance - Valley|
Center Community

Plan

B. Rural Compatibility Issues:

4. Require new residential development to adhere to site design
standards which are consistent with the character and scale of a
rural community. The following elements are particularly
important:

« Roads that follow lopographry and minimize grading;

+ Buitt environment that is integrated into the natural setting and
topograpty:

« Grading thal follows natural contours and does not disturb the
natural temrain;

- Structure design and situating that allows preservation of the
site’s natural assets;

» Retention of natural vegetation, agricultural groves, rock
outcropoings. riparian habitats and drainage areas.

5. Require new residential development to construct roads that
blz~d into the natural terrain and avoid “urbanizing”™
improvemnents such as widening, straightening. flattening and the
instaliation of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. Follow Valley
Center's Community Right of Way Development Standards.

8. Buffer residential areas from incompatible activities which
create heavy traffic, noise, odors, dust, and unsightly views
through the use of landscaping and preservation of open space.

The projects confonmance with the General
Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and
Land Use section of the EIR.

81412
12110012
¥20M13

8713113
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IS b e ) £ TR S Ty
General Plan
Conformance - Valley|Clustering
Oﬂ_ﬁ_,Moa:E-Q 7. Clustering, planned development, kot area averaging. and
an

Spedfic Ptan projects which utilize the dustering technique shall
in no instance within the Valley Center CPA be used to create a
greater number of ots than the property would have been
-entitied io without the use of the above mentioned lechriques.
YielM calculations shall be subject to the Resource Protection
Crdinance.

g?@iﬁﬂﬂ%iﬂﬁ-ﬂm%%

he deweloper may efect to “diuster” or ot area average™ to lots
.mi:iﬁ:nmmnm_:mnﬂ a Spedfic Plan Area Land Use
Umm.n:uno:.:o:.__a.:ﬂaguﬂm ﬁmghﬂmgn

n SR4, and 2.5 acres in SR-10 gﬁaﬁﬂi
wmfm...n.a and providing that:
3. The property contains significant erwironmental resources
(such as important, rare, or endangered biological andfor animal
habitat, floodplains, drainages, rock outcroppings, or
archaedlogical and cultural resources) which would best be
protected and preserved through the imevocable dedication of
these areas as Open Space easements io the County or another
approved conservation agency.
AND:
b. Forty (40) percent of the gross acreage of the property is
placed into permanent open space. Whenever possible, a link
should be provided between all open space uses within the

m lot size of 0.5 acre in size in SR-1, 1 age in SR-2, 2 The projects conformance with the General

Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and
Land Use section of the EIR.

Road area and the Miar de Valle Road and Valley Center Road
area.

Land Use section of the EIR.

gas
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Conformance - Valley 2. Require new commercial development io comply with the
Center Commumity Design Guidelines for Valley Center including, but not imited to,

Plan the relention of significant natural features charactesistic of the | The projects confonmance with the General N_“M%._NM
community’s kandscape. Existing topograpty, land forms, Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and o0/13 613113
drainage courses, rock outcroppings, vegetation and viewshed Land Use section of the BEIR.
9&35&8&!:&?2??%1
commescial land via the "B” Community Design Area.
General Plan 3. Ensure that afl commerdial areas are served by Mobility #1412
Conformance - Valley| Element roads or local roads which meet the standards of the | The projects conformance with the Generad 1211012
13 73 Center Community |County of San Diego. Whenever possible, require new Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 013 6813713
Plan ‘commercial development to provide secondary road access as Land Use section of the EIR.
lopposed io access fram major through roads.
o%@?&s@mm.nm.duﬁu_fﬁgaua%ﬁmgvmaﬂiiaa The projects conformance with the General | 71112
13 74 Center Community have adequate roads for circulation and provide easy and safe | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 42013 1313
Plan multi-purpose pattways and trails. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 8114112

Conformance - Valley|5. Future commerdial development shall be planned so that strip| 1 Prorects conformance with the Generad | .,/ 1y

13 75 \ p N . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 83y
um__ﬁ]um:u___:_s.z commescial development wil be avoided. Land Use section of the EIR. a0ns
General . !
oﬂgﬂmﬁ%m.gii%%ncﬁgaga%agzﬂ The projects conformance with the General whwo.“_.nn
13 76 Center Community visually with adjacent land uses or the rural atmosphere of the Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 20013 13113
Plan ‘community. Land Use sedtion of the EIR.
General Plal
%-ﬁ%ﬂ.ggggggqggne The projects conformance with the General M.“ﬂh.‘_..um
13 77 Center Community ensure that the standards for noise, light, traffic, odors and all Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 42013 613413

Plan other conditions of approval are continuing to be met. Land Use section of the EIR.

General Plan 8. Discourage commercial and civic uses outside of the Villages . 8114112
Conformance - Valley|and Emit all such uses to those that are dearly demonstraied as ﬂﬂ.nwamow__ 8.@.:.:.&:”!;?1@&1&1 121012 | gon
Center Community |needed and which are compatible with the rnural Efestyle of the Land Use sech mnmssmn_wmm a3 ,

Plan Valley Center Community Plan. on -
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Generai Plan [0, The apphioation of Land Use Designation Semi-Rurd 2 ] : i a2 |
13| 70 |Conformance - Valley|Regional Category of Semi-Rural Lands are proposed for those ﬁw»&ﬂﬂ&:?mﬂﬂ“ﬂ%n& 21012 | giana
Center Cormmmumity |properties that are currenity zoned commercial and are located Land Use section of the EIR. 20/13
Plan outside of the Villages.
_ gﬂ?ﬂﬂ&&m @14/12
Conformance <m.=mx and hout the CPA. ?%%ﬂﬂmiﬁ.:ﬁ@gﬂl 1210012
13 80 Center Commurity 1. Support ag . 9 Plan is adkdressed in the Specific Plan and aM3n3
Plan sgsgﬁgﬂmﬂmioﬂmﬂagg Land Use sedion of the EIR. 20113
'continuation of an important rural Kfestyle in Valley Center.
Gerneral Plan A G : 814112
a1 Conformance - Valley|3. Prohibit residertial development which would have an adverse ._m."”._wu in the ith the and | 102 | ook
, ; addressed Specific Plan
Center Communily  |impact on existing agricufural uses. Land Use section of the EIR. 2013

General Plan 1

Conformance - Valley The projects with the aﬁhﬂ“—w
13 82 Center Community Spedific Plan Areas {SPA) section. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 013 1313
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - Valley The projects conformance with the Ge An_.u_wﬂua.uu
83 Certer C it Figure 4: Valley Center Generalized Specific Plans. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 22041 w1y
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
ogaaam:smm:muvwwm__& Mobifity Goals The projects conformance with the General | 1+
13 84 Center Community 1. Where appropriate, minimize privaie driveway and private Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 2011 a1
Plan road access on to Mobility Element roads. Land Use sedtion of the BIR.

General Plan |2 Road design shalt reflect the rural character and needs unique . 814112
Conformance - Valley|to the Planning Area. For example, tumn radii shall be such that Hw.vmuwnwﬁ__a_m.a.ﬂumi:.?umm m.a_mi 21012 | oo
0!3.““.3:3 agricuttural vehides and equestrian rigs can be safely Land Use section of the EIR_ 213

General Plan . : - : 8714112
Conformance - %wgggiﬂ.ﬁﬂﬂrmg&ﬂ_iﬂl ._dm_.u__.m- inthe -ﬁ:_“”m and 121 anar
Om.amaﬂm“.ﬂ:; uncontroed intersecions shall be minimized. rﬂlmc*mmggﬁﬁmm 2013
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< F&mﬁvﬂ-«x%ﬂ.ﬂmiﬂmﬂﬂﬂvﬁ.eﬁgﬂﬁﬁm

Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and
lgggéggo«ﬂ& Land Use sedion of the EIR.
5. Required roadside and mecdian landscaping shall reflect

Plan & addressed in the Specific Plan and
standards as outlined in the Valley Center Design Guidefines Land Use sadtion of the

Pmﬁagﬂlﬁﬁﬂggi in the "Right-of-
Way™ of all putlic roads, and determined to be of significant

visual bene? n[vowugﬂauvo&oﬂmaﬁas? Plan & addressed ?mﬁ&m_:m:ua

the Valley Center Design Guidelines.

To promote unimpeded traffic flow in commercial areas,

:uiiun&_dﬂgmﬂo-ﬁg Mobility Element roads by | The projects conformance with the General m:‘
recommending new commercial development to provide indirect | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and

access through the use of existing road access points, loop or
frontage roads, common diveways or similar means.

- Valley|B- Woods Valley Road from Valley Center Road, eastto | | gl
Center Community ggigirgzﬁgggg The projects conformance with the General 1201012
Pl to Highweary 76 are significant aesthetic resources. Future Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and
improvernents shoukd maintain as much of their original Land Use section of the
character as possible without compromising safety.
Conformance - Valley|0. Require that the road system function st a service levelno | 11e Projects conformance with the General
worse than "C” at peak hours as development occurs. Plan & addressed in the Specific Plan and
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General Plan
Conformance - Valley 11. Implement commumity right-cf-way development standards
Center Community |for the Valiey Center Flanning Area to achieve a nural character
. Plan and altemative features within the shoulder portion of dedicated
right-of-way. Such mprovements. will identify the community's. a
desire to modify County development standards permitied by The projects conformance with the General 1
13 84 Board of Supervisors Policy J-36. These standards shall indude: | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 013
a. Provide decompased granite walking/jogging paths in lieu of Land Use seclion of the EIR.
sidewalks;
b. Where edge of pavement bartier is necessary, use mountable
asphalt dike (smike dike); and
<. Provide a bike kane within the “travel way™.

Center Commumity g:ﬁ-@nﬂ_vm%g roads consistant with The projects. conformance with the General .Mh.ﬂ%ﬁ
13 a5 Plan Department of Public works policy shall be dedicated and Plan 5 addressed in the Specific Plan and 2013 /1313
‘constructed. Where appropriate, future subdiisions shall be Land Use section of the BIR.
required to access public roads wia at least two separate access
paints.
General Plan f G : an
13l o8 Conformance - Valley|13. Safely separate pedestrian, equestrian and bicydle traffic ._MM._ -: fin the sﬁ:?m_u_m:ma 202 | o
Center Community |from vehicular traffic when these modes share rights-of-way. Use sedti Speciic y20r13
Plan Land on of the
General Flan mﬂv.gmnegmoﬂm 1412
ja| g7 |Conformance - Valley|1. All new development ukifizing imported water shall provide ﬁumﬁ&ﬁ.ﬁ..:.ﬂﬁﬁi?ﬂ%mm jaind IEY
Center Commumity ,gmﬂqm_mmggwﬁ.umvﬂmmuaa&ﬂ&v Spacific K 7.0]2

Conformance - Valley|3. New site locations for fire stations within the plan area should ﬁn%&ﬂ.i.ﬁ?&w:&?ﬂ&.ﬂn ua_mu_ 2I0M2 | oo
Center Community |be centrally and sirategically located. & addressed in mvmaaom 20113
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ng«o::ﬂﬁmvuum__&mﬁ_oo_ Fadiities
13 o Certter Community 1. Coondinate school facility plarming with residential
Plan development to ensure that school facilities will be available to
accommodate the increase in enrcliment without overcrowding.
General Plan o
12l 10p |Conformance - Valley!2 Develop schooks in conjunction with neighborhood and ﬁniws__c_._iami_..?monﬁu 210¢
Center Community N fion Fadilities. is addressed in the Specific Plan and [ akTa
Plan Land Use seclion of the BIR.

General Plan
Oga::m-.omuj

131 101 Ty

Plan

'Water Service Goa!

2 The delivery of imporied waler sesvice to the CPA shall be
coordinated and the infrastructure adequately sized so that
service can be provided to all land within the Valley Center
Municipal Water District Termitory in a cost effective manner.

The projects conformance with the General
Plan s addressed in the Specific Plan and
Land Use section of the EIR.

General Plan

- - - -
§§S R RS §a_
Sp& 22 o2 = x4
wpn| BN wge wpn @
N N [¥]

Land Use sedlion of the EIR.

Oggm-.om-<u=m<9m=mvuommolm ) ) ._._.mﬂdﬂnwg?:glm??mmﬂﬁl
162 Cartter Community 3. Incorporate publicly and semi-publictly owned land o a Plan ks addressed in the Specific Plan and 131
Plan functional recreationfopen space systern wherever feasible. Land Use sediion of the EIR.
General Plan . o .
Conformance - Valiey 5. Design new residential development in a way that preserves ?‘aﬂnﬁ%’gwﬁmﬂﬁl
103 Centter Community an atmosphere of openness and access to surounding open Flan s addressed in the Specific Ptan and 1y
Plan space. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - Valley|F ks and Recreation Gosls 814412
Center Community 3. Development of local and nesghborhood park and recreation | The projects conformance with the General 1210012
104 Plan fagilities will be coordinated with local school facliies whenever | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 2013 a3y
possible by establishing Joint Powers Agreements 1o promote Land Uise section of the EIR.
General Plan - P .
§-<§Qﬂ.g§_a§ﬁn_=§§i§i The pro p with the G " 14112
105 Center Community of a Specific Plan Area (SPA) land use designation will consist of| Jm:_W_ " finthe #ic Plan and 12110012 &1y
Plan a reasonable amount of fiat land suitable for play fields and other| ¥ 320113
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Conformanice - U@m.%ama park faciliies shall comply with the County's ﬁna_naw:a__c_..ﬂmami:?mmummunmi aaaaaa
OQ;E.OQE.:E-@ No. 7155 relating to the regulaticn of Light Poflulion. L _cmmmmggmﬂncﬁmn:m_nm 20113

Om:m-ﬂ_u—u a1
Conformance - Provide riding and hiking trails, staging areas and other The projects conformance with the General 12

Cent , . within existing or proposed parks when appropriate o Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and a0y
MM.E._._.S complement the Vabey Center Tralls System Land Use section of the
Genera Plan
Og§§-<u=m< Noise Gaals The projects conformance with the General ,_QN\_,_&M.‘_.NM
Center Community 1. Develop and implement 1and use plans and circulation Plan is adkdressed in the Specific Plan and A0y
Plan patiems that will minimize noise in residential neighborhoods. Land Use section of the
Generat Plan (2. Pesymit residential development in amraswithprojected edzvior| . . . . | gr4m12
al Conformance - Valley| Community Noise Equivalent L evels, (CNELS) exceeding 60 ﬂﬂ.ﬂhnnm_ , 8,.6.:....!?5»!:%»:%9 mi.m.u_ 21012 | oo
Center Community |decibels near main roads only when traffic noise impacts can be the Spec 320113
Pl Land tse sedtion of the EIR.
Plan mitigated.
g??%m.gﬂgﬁa.ﬁ:%i%g The projects conformance with the General gQu\_ﬂ.”._w
Certer C b bamiers in preference o earth berms or walls, where they are Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and a1
Plan needed. Land Use sedlion of the
Ogg_ﬂ.ﬂn_u._mﬁm__mw . Encourage the use of buffering devices on off-road vehicles | The projects conformance with the General ._nn“_ﬂ”.
Center Community and provide strict enforcement of noise regulations for offroad | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 0113
Plan 'vehicles. Land Use section of the
General Plan . 14112
Conformance - Valley|5. Minimize traffic noise impacts by means of roadwary aignment ﬁuhnnm_ _ 8__!:..__“5.8._??:39 Ha.m_u_ 1211001
gma,_u_nw.:dg and design and the management of traffic flows. A _Cwmmm&gmow?mmnmn 01
General Plan Encourage activities to increase public awareness of and
Conformance - Valley|eswoliment in the Department of Agricuthsre program pursuant to y i g
Certter Community |the Agricuftural Enterprises and Consumer information N.M.n&nnm: 8._a._ m.._..unmam..&.sm:umm mi_mi 1
Plan Ordinance. (This Ordinance was designed 1o protect established r!ncmmmn&o:mvmo;ma .14
farm operations from being declared a nuisance when following
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A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION

KEVIN K. JOHNSON TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211
JEANNE L. MacKINNON 600 WEgg%}gfgv%:$ Ié?JYYrE 225 —
HEIDI E. BROWN ? FAX (619) 696-7516

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101

August 15,2013
VIA EMAIL

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego Planning and
Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Email: mark.slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Subject: DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP),
Inadequacy of Growth-Inducing Impacts Analysis Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR) Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Mr. Slovick:

This law firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California non-profit corporation. We
submit the following comments on the LHR DEIR analysis of Growth Inducing Impacts located
at Chapter 1.0, pp. 1-37 through 1-43 of the DEIR. The DEIR adopts factually unsupported
premises and misstates facts concerning the existence of current infrastructure which are directly
contradicted in other portions of the DEIR. The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of
reasonably foreseeable and obvious ways this project will foster growth. The DEIR’s
conclusions concerning growth inducing impacts are therefore suspect, not adequately analyzed
and not supported by substantial evidence. This portion of the DEIR should be rewritten and
recirculated for public review.

CEQA requires a detailed statement setting forth the growth inducing impact of the
proposed project. Pub. Res. Code §21100(b)(5). An adequate discussion of growth inducing
impacts requires compliance with Guideline section 15126.2(d) which provides:

Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project. Discuss the ways in which the
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction
of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to
population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for
example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the
population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction
of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also discuss
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the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or
cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

As drafted, the growth inducing impacts analysis in the DEIR fails to comply with
CEQA requirements. The DEIR adopts strained and unsupported conclusions concerning
this Project’s growth inducing impacts. Contrary to the DEIR’s unsubstantiated and
unsupported conclusions concerning growth inducement and as more fully discussed
below:

1. The LHR general plan amendment and project addition of 1,746 homes and
90,000 square feet of commercial area will foster economic and population growth in a
rural, agricultural area and the construction of additional housing, both directly and
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.

2. The LHR project will remove obstacles to population growth by the expansion
of the Lower Moosa Canyon WRF or by construction of an entirely new water treatment
and reclamation facility (DEIR Chapter 3.0 pp. 3-109-3-113).

3. The DEIR’s traffic impacts analysis recognizes and acknowledges that
increases in the population resulting from the LHR project will tax existing community
service facilities, including roads and intersections (DEIR Subchapter 2.3
Transportation/Traffic pp. 2.3-1- 2.3-3 outlining multiple significant project traffic
impacts).

As a preliminary matter, the DEIR adopts factually unsupported premises and misstates
facts concerning the existence of current infrastructure. This fundamental failure to accurately
describe current infrastructure undermines any conclusions reached with respect to growth
inducement.

The DEIR incorrectly and incompletely states: “Typical obstacles to growth include a
lack of services and infrastructure which are not present in this area. The project area is
positioned in proximity to the I-15 and within existing districts for sewer water and fire service.
There is an adequate road network offering multiple routes throughout the project and would
ultimately connect with freeway ramps.” DEIR p. 1-37.

In reality and as discussed extensively elsewhere in the DEIR and in this letter, the DEIR
acknowledges and recognizes the project’s lack of infrastructure and services in the areas of
roads, water, sewer and fire and a corresponding need for new infrastructure and services.
Contrary to the growth inducement conclusions, the issue is not whether the project is located
within an existing district for sewer, water or fire service. The issue is whether there are
services and infrastructure present in the area. These obstacles to growth are indeed present
in this rural, agricultural area which currently lacks wastewater service and contains few existing
roads. Providing these services and infrastructure as part of the project presents a classic
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example of growth accommodating features designed to remove obstacles to population growth.
The reality of these obstacles and the provision of increased infrastructure under the LHR Project
must be acknowledged and made part of an adequate growth inducing impacts discussion.

Comments regarding 1.8.1 Growth Inducement Due to General Plan Amendment
(Increases in Density) and 1.8.2 Growth Inducement Due to Construction of Additional

Housing:

The DEIR acknowledges that the project “differs from the adopted General Plan and
community plans in terms of land use, density, and overall number of units” (DEIR p. 1-37).
Further, the DEIR indicates the adopted “VCCP designates the project site” at much lower
densities: “Semi-Rural SR-4”; and the Bonsall Community Plan also designates the project site
at lower densities as Semi-Rural SR-10 (DEIR p. 1-37). These current adopted plans would
yield between 110-304 dwelling units or a population of approximately 120 to 346. Illogically,
the DEIR nevertheless concludes that the 1,746 units and 5,185 people proposed by the LHR
general plan amendment would not constitute a growth inducement due to a general plan
amendment or due to the construction of additional housing. These conclusions are
unsupportable and simply defy reason.

In reaching its conclusions regarding growth inducement, the DEIR also views the LHR
project in complete isolation from its rural surroundings stating: “By itself, the proposed project
takes advantage of the location of the project site, but would not result in any change in density
for surrounding areas....” DEIR p. 1-37. This conclusion ignores the reality of development
pressures which will be exerted on surrounding rural lands by the presence of an urbanized
center.

The lands surrounding the proposed project (and some lands which the proposed project
surrounds) will still be designated at lower semi-rural densities than the village densities
proposed for the LHR Accretive SP/GPA. Into the future, these land owners will likely seek
similar higher density treatment. The County has a reliable track record of justifying General
Plan Amendments that increase density using the density of adjacent properties as precedent.
The DEIR claims that this would not occur, but history and reality have proven otherwise.

The sprawling site also creates some 8 miles of edge effects that the GP currently
designates for semi-rural residential land uses with agriculture, horticulture, and animal
husbandry zoning. This sprawling shape increases the likelihood that the proposed project will
be growth inducing, increasing urban land uses because of the extended edge effects of the
proposed LHR Subdivision boundaries.

The DEIR refers to the PSR General Plan Amendment process that was directed by the
Board of Supervisors and claims that the project is not growth inducing. However, the DEIR’s
analysis is incomplete and its conclusion unsupported. The DEIR merely refers the reader to
maps and a regional increase in dwelling units without any analysis of the increase of dwelling
units for PSRs within the vicinity of the project site. The PSR/GPA process has not concluded.
Approval is not a foregone conclusion and processing will be lengthy. It is more likely that

3
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approval of the Accretive LHR Project would justify and furnish a precedent for approval of the
PSRs/GPAs in Valley Center, thus facilitating additional growth of this area.

The statistical analysis presented by the Applicant in subchapter 1.8.2.1 Housing Trends
does not reconcile with its referenced SANDAG sources. Please refer to Attachment A - Valley
Center and Bonsall analysis of SANDAG housing units. In order to provide accurate
Environmental Impact Assessment, please reconcile Attachment A to the DEIR subchapter
1.8.2.1 Housing Trends statistical analysis and verify which analysis is correct.

With respect to the County’s Housing Needs, as Table 2 p. 2 of Attachment B factually
states, the combined Valley Center and Bonsall projected General Plan Residential Housing
Units are expected to grow from 10,513 in 2010 to 14,944 in 2030 — a 42.1% growth without
the inclusion of the proposed LHR project.

The overall San Diego County Housing Unit growth rate from 2010 to 2030 is 18.3%.
Valley Center and Bonsall have provided for more than their fair share of County growth
in the General Plan and Community Plans. The LHR Project overburdens these communities in

an area that lacks infrastructure to support the urban densities proposed (See discussion re: 1.8.4
and 1.8.5 below).

Comments regarding 1.8.3 Growth Inducement Due to Economic Stimulus

This section contains insufficient information and specifics concerning the proposed
commercial development proposed by the LHR project to draw any conclusion concerning its
growth inducement. The DEIR provides the following nebulous description: “Commercial
uses are anticipated to include generally neighborhood-serving retail shops and services,
restaurants, offices, along with a bed and breakfast.” (DEIR p. 1-40). No attempt is made to
quantify employment numbers, types of offices and businesses conducted or the cumulative
impacts of the project’s commercial development coupled with the regional commercial uses
planned in proximity to the project area. The DEIR contains unfounded assumptions concerning
the employees for the non-descript, undefined commercial uses as drawn from on-site residences
and the immediate area. This section is based on assumptions, generalities and lacks analysis.

“[T]n order to fulfill its purpose as an informational document, the [D]EIR should, at a
minimum, identify the number and type of housing units that persons working within the Project
area can be anticipated to require, and identify the probable location of those units. The [D]EIR
also should consider whether the identified communities have sufficient housing units and
sufficient services to accommodate the anticipated increase in population. If it is concluded that
the communities lack sufficient units and/or services, the [D]EIR should identify that fact and
explain that action will need to be taken to provide those units or services, or both.” Napa
Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 C al. App.4"
342, 370.
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Comments regarding 1.8.4 Growth Inducement Due to Construction/Improvement of
Roadways and 1.8.5 Growth Inducement Due to Extension of Public Facilities

The LHR project introduces multiple growth accommodating features which remove
obstacles to population by expansion of fire services, school facilities, water treatment facilities
and roads. The DEIR’s conclusions regarding growth inducement due to construction/
improvement of roadways and due to provision of public facilities and services are not supported
by the facts.

Expansion of Fire Services

The required LHR Project improvements to Fire Services include relocation of Fire
Station facilities and addition of Type I Fire Engines and Emergency Medical Service vehicles
and personnel to the area. These service improvements induce and facilitate urban growth in the
area because the LHR Project will provide growth accomodating urban Fire Service
Infrastructure.

Expansion of School Facilities

The addition of a K-8 Elementary and Middle School will provide growth
accommodating facilities for residential growth to the area.

New and Expanded Wastewater Facilities

The current water infrastructure serves 50 homes and agricultural irrigation. There is no
wastewater service for the project area. The DEIR acknowledges that: “VCMWD does not
currently have the equipment necessary to serve the project within the perimeters of its allowable
wastewater capacity” (DEIR p. 3-108); “VCMWD does not currently have wastewater capacity
to serve the project at build-out” (DEIR p. 3-111); and the project will “result in an increase in
wastewater treatment demand, which would require the need for new or expanded facilities
(DEIR 3-109). However, the growth inducing impacts Conclusion at 1.8.6. item 6, p. 1-43, fails
to acknowledge this lack of capacity and the need for new or expanded facilities and inaccurately
states the “Lower Moosa Canyon WRF has adequate capacity to treat the water generated by the
project.” This is incorrect and to the extent it is being used to justify a conclusion of no growth
inducement, it must be corrected and appropriately analyzed. Please refer to Letter of Mark
Jackson to Mark Slovick re: DEIR Public Comments RegardingWater Quality Standards and
Water Quality Impact Concerns dated July 31, 2013.

The Applicant does not have legal right-of-way on its “Preferred Route 3” for pipelines to
connect to LMWRE. It is highly likely that Accretive has no feasible way to use the LMWREF,
and if the LHR Project is approved, a separate, new tertiary Water Reclamation and Solids
treatment facility will need to be built within the Subdivision’s boundaries.

Whether the current facilities are expanded or a new Water Reclamation and Solids
treatment facility is constructed, these infrastructure improvements and expansion will

5
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accomodate and facilitate residential and commercial growth to the area. Notably, this is
precisely the type of growth inducing impact recognized by the CEQA Guidelines set forth
above which state when describing the ways a project can foster growth: “Included in this are
projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste
water treatment plant...).”

CEQA caselaw also recognizes this type of infrastructure expansion as a growth inducing
impact. As stated in Clover Vulley Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200,
227: “the sewer improvements would provide part of the infrastructure required later to
undertake construction of additional housing to the north and south of the project, thereby
removing, euphemistically speaking, ‘an obstacle to development’: the present lack of sufficient
sewer capacity. The additional development would indeed tax existing sewage capacity, so this
project would alleviate that problem.”

In addition, the DEIR should consider the growth inducing impacts of the project in
conjunction with growth inducing impacts of the wastewater treatment expansion whether that
expansion takes the form of an expansion to the existing Lower Moosa Canyon WRF or a new
facility. In San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27
Cal.App.4th 713, 733, the court found an EIR inadequate under CEQA which failed to describe
the growth-inducing effects of the development project identified in the FEIR in conjunction
with the growth-inducing effects of a sewer expansion. In fact, far from considering the
cumulative growth inducing effects of the development project and the sewer expansion, the EIR
in San Joaquin Raptor, like the LHR DEIR, “actually asserts the sewer expansion will not be
growth inducing because it will ‘only include capacity to serve the development within the
project site.””

This conclusion must be checked against any approvals for the Major Use Permit issued
in 1994 by the County to double LMWREF capacity to 1.0 Million Gallons/Day (MGD) of
influent. This increased capacity has not been implemented, nor to the best of our understanding
have permits from other governmental agencies been issued to implement this expansion. The
DEIR states the plant “has a rated capacity of 0.5 mgd; its discharge permit limits the total plant
flow to 0.44 mgd” and “the average sewage flow to this treatment facility is approximately 0.35
mgd.” (DEIR p. 3-108)

As such, the DEIR should examine and describe the "[p]otential creation of additional
capacity beyond that capacity necessary to accommodate known residential growth." San
Joaquin Raptor, 27 Cal.App.4™ at 733. It is this potential excess sewer capacity which would
then accommodate additional residential growth. There is also some question whether the
project description which refers only to the project’s MUP for a new WRF was improperly
truncated as not including the possible expansion of the Lower Moosa Canyon WRF described at
Chapter 3, pp. 3-109-3-112. In short, one cannot accurately discern the true growth-inducing
effects of the entire development project on the surrounding community from the DEIR. San
Joaquin Raptor, 27 C‘al.App.4tll at 733.



August 15,2013

Construction and Improvement of Roads

There are few existing roads in the project area. They are built and planned to service
Semi-Rural and Rural development authorized by the County General Plan and Community
Plan. While Accretive claims shockingly miniscule direct development impact for its 14.7 times
increase in traffic on local Public Roads, the fact is that if the LHR Project proceeds, the
Applicant would be required to substantially improve local public roads at the Developer’s
expense. These upgraded Public Roads would be a certain growth inducement to the area.

Conclusion

By introducing a higher density, urban development into a rural agricultural area,
the LHR project will foster economic and population growth and the construction of
additional housing, both directly and indirectly, in the surrounding environment. The
LHR project will remove obstacles to population growth by the expansion of the Lower
Moosa Canyon WREF or the alternate construction of a new water treatment facility. The
DEIR recognizes and acknowledges that increases in the population resulting from the
LHR project will tax existing community service facilities, including roads. In view of
the foregoing, the DEIR’s conclusions concerning growth inducement are unsupported
and indefensible.

Very Truly Yours,
- JOHNSON,

Attachment A: Valley Center and Bonsall Analysis of SANDAG Housing Units

cc: Claudia Anzures, Esq. (via email)
Mark Mead, Esq. (via email)
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Valley Center and Bonsall bear more than a fair share of San Diego County General Plan growth before
addition of the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project -- infrastructure plans will not support Lilac Hills
Ranch growth

The General Plan growth in housing units across the entire County of San Diego is summarized in Table 1

below.
Table 1 San Diego County General Plan Housing Unit Forecast 2010-2050
Housing Units Percent Change
2010- | 2020- | 2030-
CPA 2010 2020 2030 2050 | 2020 | 2030 | 2050 | 2010-50
Alpine 6,535 6,690 7.875 9,157 24% | 177% | 163% |  40.1%
Barona 202 170 170 170 -158% ]  0.0% 00% | -15.8%
[[(Bonsat 38751 43201 51491 6451 115% 1 192% | 195% |  587%]
Central Mountain 2,182 2,305 2,589 2735 56% | 123% 56% 2%5.3%
County Islands 614 607 607 635 | 4.4% 0.0% 46% 34%
Crest-Dehesa 3,562 3677 39% 3978 32%] 68%) 13% 11.7%
Desert 3,546 3453 4337 6923 -26%| 256% | 596% | 952%
Fallbrook 15920 | 16535| 18359 | 20,387 38% | 122% 9.8% 28.0%
Jamul-Dulzura 3,234 3372 4,395 5263 43% | 304% | 197% 62.7%
Jubian 1,711 1,748 1,884 2015 22% 7.8% 70% 17.8%
Lakeside 27515 28517 30339 30915 34% 6.4% 18% 121%
Mountsin Empire 3,023 3,056 3,903 5,108 1% | 277% |  309% 69.0%
North County
Metro 16444 | 19546 | 24000| 25946 | 3% | 23.2% 7% 51.0%
North Mountain 1,527 1,759 2,002 2388 | 152% | 138% | 193% | 564%
Otay 7 490 2,035 2,156 | 6900.0% | 315.3% 5.9% | 30700.0%
Pala-Pauma 1,960 2,285 3037 4399 | 154% | 329% | M48%| 122%
Pendleton-De Luz 7,531 8,533 8,684 8797 | 13.3% 1.8% 1.3% 16.8%
Rainbow 708 750 881 953 59% | 175%| 93% | 36.0%
Ramona 12376 | 12692 | 14107| 15140 26% | 11.1% 7.3% 2.3%
San Dieguite 10993 | 11053] 11924] 13601 0.5% 79% | 141% 2BI%
Spring Valley 20533] 20930 | 21837] 295 20% 4.3% 0.5% 6.9%
Sweetwaler 4670 4657 4732 4732]  03% 1.6% 00% 1.3%
| Valle De Qrg 15648} 160221 150881 o7%l 24% ; 27%
[ i BT T2 N BTN MR YT M TR
Area 70608 | 180431 208821 27228001 58%1 124% O%6, 306%
San Diego
Coumyeg 1,158,076 ! 1262488 | 1369807 | 1,529,090 9.0% 8.5% | 116% 32.0%

SOURCE: SANDAG Profile Warehouse: 2053 Forecast



Please note that the Lilac Hills Ranch project is a General Plan Amendment, and is not included in the
estimate of projected Housing Units in Table X-Y, which is based on the August 2011 San Diego County
General Plan.

For the entire County of San Diego Housing Units are increasing 32 % from 2010 to 2050.

Valley Center Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 102% from 2010
to 2050, more than 3 times the rate of the County overall. This growth is largely in the North and South
Villages, which are located where suitable infrastructure is (Roads, Sewers, Schools) located in Valley
Center. Because there are provisions in the General Plan to provide the requisite infrastructure to
support village land use densities areas, the central Villages located in the traditional town center is the
logical place for Valley Center to provide more than its fair share of housing for the County.

Bonsall Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 59% from 2010 to 2050,
nearly 2 times the rate of the County overall. Growth is also planned at the traditional town center,
close to the intersection of SR-76 and Mission Road, where necessary infrastructure for dense, urban
development is in either on the ground or planned (and funded) to be added shorty.

The combined composite effects of adding Lilac Hills Ranch in addition to General Plan growth is
provided in Table 2 below:

Table 2 Bonsall and Valley Center Composite Housing Unit Analysis

% Growth from 2010
Housing Units 2010 (2020 | 2010t0
to to
2010 2020 2030 2050 2020 | 2030 | 2050
Bonsall 3,875 4,320 5,149 6,151 11.5% | 19.2% | 58.7%
Valley Center 6,638 7,627 9,795 13,411 14.9% | 28.4% | 102.0%
Subtotal General 10,513 11,947 14,944 19,562 13.6% | 25.1% | 86.1%
Plan
Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR) 746 1,746 1,746
Total with LHR 10,513 12,693 16,690 21,308 20.7% | 31.5% | 102.7%
included
Reference: SD County | 1,158,076 | 1,262,488 | 1,369,807 | 1,529,090 9.0% | 85% | 32.0%
growth




KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
KEVIN K. JOHNSON ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211

JEANNE L. MacKINNON 600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 225

HEIDI E. BROWN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 FAX (619)696-7516

August 6, 2013

VIA EMAIL

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego Planning and
Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Email: mark.slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Subject: DEIR Public Comments to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA), PDS2012-3810-12-
001 (SP), Tentative Maps and Grading Plans

Dear Mr. Slovick:

Our firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California Non-Profit Corporation. On behalf of a
number of residents in the Valley Center community we have previously provided the County
with clear evidence that Accretive does not have legal road easements useable for the purposes
indicated in the LHR Specific Plan, Tentative Map, and Traffic Impact and related studies for
Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane Private Roads. See our letters dated February 5, 2013 and May
29, 2013 attached hereto as Exhibits “A” and “B” respectively.

The issues raised in these letters should have been addressed and resolved in the DEIR. They are
critical to whether or not the project can actually be built, what the actual environmental impacts
will be and whether there are avoidance and/or mitigation options associated with the easement
gaps. Also, the lack of easement rights prevents the project from being approved under the
Subdivision Map Act (Gov. Code Sections 66410-66413.5)

In addition to the basic easement questions, there are critical Line of Sight issues; Irrevocable
Offers of Dedication issues; prescriptive right issues and site specific biological issues that need
to be addressed in the DEIR. These are addressed below.

Additional Information since our May 29, 2013 letter

Covey Lane/West Lilac Intersection - In our February 5, 2013 letter, we informed you that
there is inadequate Sight Line Distance on the Covey Lane/West Lilac Public Road intersection.
This statement was confirmed in a June 25, 2013 Sight Distance Analysis by Landmark
Consultants working on behalf of Accretive Capitol Partners, LLC. See page 1, paragraph 3 of
Exhibit “C”. The same analysis also confirms that Accretive does not own legal Right-of- Way
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to construct a legal intersection of Covey Lane at West Lilac Road.

The property owners of APN 129-190-44 have been contacted and have indicated they will not
grant additional rights to Accretive. Accordingly, a legal intersection needed to handle the traffic
projected to be generated by the project, cannot be built.

Mountain Ridge/Circle R Intersection - In our February 5, 2013 letter, we informed you that
there is inadequate Sight Line Distance on the Mountain Ridge/Circle R Public Road
intersection. Consistent with this observation, on September 13, 2013 Accretive submitted a
request for Road Standard Exemption to reduce the Sight Line from a required 500 feet to 340
feet (See Exhibit “D”, page one, middle section).

Also on June 25, 2013, Accretive submitted a Sight Distance Analysis for a 450 foot distance,
and stated that despite the property owner’s objections, they could clear-cut brush and native
Oak trees using County owned prescriptive rights (Exhibit “E”).

These inadequate lines of sight as well as the absence of tree and brush clearing rights need to be
analyzed in detail in the DEIR. Key questions include, but are not limited to, how can the County
approve creating unacceptable public safety risks at the subject intersections; how can the
applicant presume to have the County use prescriptive rights to clear mature and sensitive trees(
(Quercus agrifolia, Quercus engelmanni, etc.); and what will be the biological impacts of such
clearing?.

We note that any intersection related improvements along with proposed road standard
modifications are part of the project as a whole and cannot be treated piecemeal in terms of
CEQA analysis and decision making. The County cannot approve critical project components
such as road standard modifications without full environmental review.

Use of County Right of Way for Benefit of a Private Developer

Accretive’s claimed “right of way” on Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane private roads relies in
substantial part on multiple County owned Irrevocable Offers to Dedicate right of way for public
usage. These rights are owned by the County and are explicit rights for public roads. Accretive
is a private developer proposing Mountain Ridge as a private road enabled by public rights, and
is also relying on receiving public rights to label Covey Lane as an Interim Public Road to serve
their proposed private project.

There are no County Plans identifying these roads as future County Roads and the proposed use
of the IOD’s would likely be illegal as well as ill advised. Would the County actually accept the
liabilities associated with the proposed exploitation of the IOD’s for private corporate benefit?
Does the County for example want to approve and enable the creation of a series of dangerous
intersections and dangerously narrow roads?

The public safety impacts related to the easement and line of sight problems need to be
thoroughly addressed in the DEIR.
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Moreover, for purposes of any Statement of Overriding Considerations, there is no public benefit
in enabling Accretive to infringe upon and overburden the easement rights of the approximately
30 other private parties that hold undisputed rights on Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge, 80% of
whom have signed a petition opposed to Accretive’s proposed use of these roads for
development dramatically inconsistent with the County General Plan and the Local Community
Plan and presenting an unacceptable and illegal burden upon existing easement holders.

In conclusion, we believe that the failure of the DEIR to address the multiple, major and critical
issues raised herein requires that the DEIR be rewritten and renoticed for public comment. The
issues are too detailed and complicated to be dealt with meaningfully by way of responses to
comments.

Very Truly Yours,

KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

vin K. Johnson

CC: Claudia Anzures, Esq. (via email)
Mark Mead, Esq. (via email)

Exhibit “A“ - Feb 5, 2013 KKJ APCL to Thomas Montgomery letter re: Mountain Ridge and
Covey Lane Private Road Easement Rights

Exhibit “B” — May 29, 2013 KKJ APLCCL Response to D. Hymer Lletter

Exhibit “C” — June 25, 2013 Sight Distance Analysis — Covey Lane Private Road/West Lilac
Public Road Intersection

Exhibit “D” — September 12, 2012 Request for Exemption from Road Standards — Mountain
Ridge/Circle R intersection

Exhibit “E” — June 25, 2013 Sight Distance Analysis — Mountain Ridge/Circle R intersection
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February 5, 2013

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL & EMAIL VIA US MAIL & EMAIL
Thomas Montgomery San Diego Planning Commission
San Diego County Counsel County of San Diego
Office of the County Counsel Planning & Development Services
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 355 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110
San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92123
Email: thomas.montgomery@sdcounty.ca.gov  Email: Lisa.Fitzpatrick@sdcounty.ca.gov
VIA EMAIL San Diego Board of Supervisors
Mark Wardlaw Greg Cox, Bill Horn, Dave Roberts,
County of San Diego Ron Roberts, Dianne Jacob
Director of Department of Planning & County Administrative Center
Development Services 1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335
Email: mark.wardlaw(@sdcounty.ca.gov San Diego, CA 92101

Email: greg.cox@sdcounty.ca.gov
Richard E. Crompton bill.horn@sdcounty.ca.gov
County of San Diego dave.roberts@sdcounty.ca.gov
Director of Department of Public Works ron.roberts@sdcounty.ca.gov
Email: richard.cropmton@sdcounty.ca.gov dianne.jacob@sdcounty.ca.gov
Subject: Proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Development

Absence of Accretive Investments’ Legal Rights for Use of Mountain Ridge and
Covey Lane Private Road Easements and failure to satisfy conditions of approval

Honorable County Supervisors; County Counsel Montgomery; Planning Commissioners; and
County Staff:

This firm represents a number of property owners who own Rights of Way on Mountain
Ridge Road and Covey Lane. We are writing to advise you that Accretive Investments does not
hold any road easements to or upon Mountain Ridge Road and has limited rights on Covey Lane.
Representations of expanded easement “rights” by Accretive have resulted to date in at least two
legally unsupported and inappropriate County actions.

On December 17, 2010, the Planning Commission, relying on incorrect information in
the December 16, 2010 letter in Attachment “A” from Accretive’s Engineering consultant, voted
4-2-1 to approve the Accretive Investment’s Plan Amendment Authorization (PAA) 09-007.
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In April and September of 2012, Accretive’s Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment
GP 12-001 and Specific Plan SP12-001 were improperly allowed to proceed in the County’s
approval process because the represented Private Road Easement rights for Covey Lane and
Mountain Ridge Road appeared to meet but did not meet, the “dead end road” secondary access
requirement of the County’s 2011 Consolidated Fire Code and other related County mandatory
requirements.

County Staff is requested to carefully reexamine Accretive’s claims of legal right to use
Private Roads for its proposed development based upon the following information.

As stated in Attachment “B”:

“It is the applicant’s responsibility to provide suitable evidence that offsite
improvements including grading, dedications, grants (if any), and easements 1 be
accomplished without resorting  County of San Diego assistance...

... Other evidence satisfactory to the County that clearly shows an existing and
continuing right to construct the required improvements.”

Ten Mountain Ridge Road and eight Covey Lane Private Road Easement holders have recently
confirmed that they will not grant easement rights to Accretive now or in the future. See
Attachment “C” hereto. Accretive therefore cannot make the necessary showing required by
Attachment “B”.

Easement History and Expanded Discussion

Mountain Ridge Private Road Easement - The 40 foot Private Road Easement for
Mountain Ridge was created by Private Road Maintenance Agreement 1993-0850511 recorded
December 16, 1993 and multiple other Private Road Easement agreements. These agreements
have not been modified or superseded. Ten heirs and assigns of the subject agreement have all
signed Attachment “C1” confirming they will not grant easement rights to Accretive now or in

the future.

Accretive Parcels 129-300-09 and -10 that border Mountain Ridge have NO ROAD
EASEMENT to use Mountain Ridge recorded in their Deed (see Attachment “E”). There are no
existing documents outside of the Deed for these parcels that record a legal easement to use
Mountain Ridge Private Road. An analysis of Chicago Title Company fourth amended Title
Report dated August 30, 2012 received via a California Public Records Act request validates this
statement.

Accretive has no legal rights to utilize the Southern 2500 feet of Mountain Ridge Private
Road for any road purposes whatsoever.
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Mountain Ridge Private Road - Although Accretive has no legal rights to utilize the
Southern 2500 feet of Mountain Ridge Private Road, on Sheet 8 “Offsite Improvements” of the
Tentative Master Map TM 5571 RPL 1 that was released for public review together with the
September 2012 draft of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, Accretive has drawn an
approximate 2500 linear foot Private Road connecting their proposed Subdivision with the Circle
R Drive Public Road. (See Attachment “D”).

Accretive asserts no legal easement for this Mountain Ridge Private Road on Sheet 2 of
TM 5571 RPL 1 “Existing Easements” or Sheet 3 “Easement Notes.”

However, on Sheet 8 “Offsite Improvements”, Accretive represents a proposed Private
Road with reference to grading, widening and other improvements.

Accretive does not currently have rights to use the Mountain Ridge Private Road for
purposes of their proposed Subdivision, nor will they achieve these rights in the future.

Covey Lane Private Road Easement - The 40 foot Private Road Easement for Covey
Lane was created by Private Road Easement Agreement 79-539700 recorded December 28,
1979. This agreement has not been modified or superseded.

While Accretive has rights as an “heir or assignee” to this 12/28/79 agreement, there are
eleven other current Heirs and Assigns that would need to grant Accretive additional rights to
use Covey Lane for the uses that the Applicant has described in their September 2012 Specific
Plan and road network represented in Tentative Master Map TM 5571 RPL 1.

Eight current Heirs and Assigns have certified that they have never granted Accretive
rights for Road Easement rights beyond those contained in Private Road Easement Agreement
79-539700, nor will they. This certification is attached in Attachment ‘C2”,

Covey Lane Public Road - On Sheet 8 “Offsite Improvements” of the Tentative Master
Map TM 5571 RPL 1 that was released for public review together with the September 2012 draft
of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, Accretive represents an approximate 600 linear foot
Public Road connecting their proposed Subdivision with the West Lilac Road Public Road. (See

Attachment “D”).

Accretive asserts no legal easement for this Public Road on Sheet 2 of TM 5571 RPL 1
“Existing Easements” or Sheet 3 “Easement Notes.”

However, on Sheet 8 “Offsite Improvements” — Accretive represents a proposed Public
Road connecting to the public West Lilac Road with a reference note to an “EXIST. 30’
IRREVOCABLE OFFER TO DEDICATE.”

An Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate (IOD) to dedicate 30° of road easement was offered to

the County and rejected for use August 29, 2000 via Subdivision Map TM 18536. The IOD
granted and rejected by the County does not fully connect to the east to West Lilac Road,

3
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needing rights from two additional property owners to connect to West Lilac Road.
Additionally, this IOD conflicts with the Covey Lane 40° Private Road Easement Agreement 79-
539700 recorded December 28, 1979.

Accretive does not have legal rights for the “Covey Lane (Pub)” road depicted in Sheet 8
of TM 5571 RPL 1. The IOD for an approximate 30’ road easement is property of the County
and Accretive cannot use these rights, without resorting to County of San Diego assistance,
violating a condition previously imposed on Accretive by the County.

Accretive does not have rights to use the Covey Lane Private Road for purposes of their
proposed Subdivision, nor will they achieve these rights in the future.

Ciremele Surveying Independent Review - In the letters in Attachment “F”, a licensed
California Surveyor has independently reviewed the above assertions regarding Mountain Ridge
and Covey Lane Private Roads and has certified their accuracy and completeness.

December 16, 2010 Landmark Consulting Letter “Valley Center Sustainable
Community/ PAA 09-007” to Vice Chair Leon Brooks (Attachment “A”) — Accretive
represented in Planning Commission testimony that Accretive had legal rights to use Mountain
Ridge Road and Covey Lane as private circulation roads for their proposed Subdivision.

However, public testimony during the Planning Commission hearing established that
Accretive did not hold legal rights to use Covey Lane, Rodriguez Road, and Mountain Ridge
Private Roads for circulation purposes and secondary road access.

The Planning Commission ignored this public testimony and voted 4-2-1 to approve
Accretive’s Plan Amendment Authorization PAA-009-07 relying on incorrect statements by
Accretive’s engineering consultant. Accretive did not have these rights as of December 16, 2010
and to date does not have the rights stated in the letter.

Requested Action

Rescind the Planning Commission vote approving PAA 09-007 on December 17,
2010. The Planning Commission relied on the letter provided by Accretive with the seals of a
Licensed Surveyor and Registered Engineer on December 16, 2010 in which Accretive, through
its representative, made incorrect statements regarding its rights to use Mountain Ridge and
Covey Lane Private Roads for the proposed subdivision.

Formally and immediately Reject the General Plan Amendment 12-001 as filed on
the following two grounds:

1. Accretive did not have legal rights for the Private Road Easements to Mountain Ridge
and Covey Lane to obtain PAA approval, which were a prerequisite/condition for General Plan
Amendment requests at the time of the PAA approval.

4
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2. Accretive has failed to achieve required entitlements from Mountain Ridge and Covey
Lane private easement holders and cannot demonstrate that Accretive can secure them in the
future. Current owners of Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Private Road easement rights have
certified that they will not grant additional rights to Accretive.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

CC:
Rich Grunow DPDS Advanced Planning
Mark Slovick SP 12-001 DPS Project Manager
Jarrett Ramaiya DPS Planning Manager

References:

December 12, 2010 Patsy Fritz to Vice Chairman Brooks and Members of the Planning
Commission subject: Challenging Private Road Easement Rights asserted by Accretive

July 27, 2012 Mark Jackson to DPLU Mark Slovick subject: EIR Scoping comments, with
specific comments challenging Accretive’s asserted Private Road Easement Rights

October 25, 2012 Valley Center Planning Group to Mark Slovick subject: Comments to the
September 25, 2012 Lilac Hills Specific Plan submitted by Accretive with specific comments
challenging Accretive’s Private Road Easement assertions

October 26, 2012 Mark C Mead to Patsy Fritz e-mail and attachments subject: California Public
Records Act Request Private Road Easements + 2 Attachments

Attachment A: December 16, 2010 Landmark Consulting Letter “Valley Center Sustainable
Community/ PAA 09-007” to Vice Chair Leon Brooks
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Attachment B: Excerpts of instructions regarding Private Road Easements within the County
Accretive General Plan Amendment Pre-Application Scoping Letter MPA 10-25 dated February
7,2011

Attachment C1: Certification of Current Heirs and Assigns to Mountain Ridge Private Road
Easement Agreements

Attachment C2: Certification of Current Heirs and Assigns to Covey Lane Private Road
Easement Agreement

Attachment D: September 25, 2010 Accretive Investments proposed Tentative Map 5571- RPL
1 Sheet 8 Offsite Improvements — Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane Private Roads

Attachment E: Deed for Accretive Parcels 129-300-09 and -10

Attachment F: Ciremele Surveying Letters — Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane
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Attachment A - December 16, 2010 Landmark Consulting Letter “Valley
Center Sustainable Community/ PAA 09-007” to Vice Chair Leon Brooks

December 16, 2010

Vice Chairman Leon Brooks

County of San Diego Planning Commission
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Dicgo, CA 92123

RE:  Valley Center Sustalnable Community / PAA 09-007
Dear Vice Chairman Brooks & Planning Commissioners:

1.am writing this letter to discuss the legal access issucs associated with the above referenced PAA.
Along with this letter, T have attached the “Legal Access Exhibit for Valley Center Sustainable
Community” prepared by my office.

Per the County's Subdivision Ordinunce, any subdivision must have two adequate access points that lead
1o publicly maintained roads, Privatc road easements are acceptable access as long as they are &
minimum of 40' wide and allow access to & public road. Other than the public road frontage on W, Lilac
Road (or the primary access to the site), this property hos 3 private road easements that are 40' wide that
allow access to a public road. They are Covey Lanc which Jeads to W. Lilac Road (depicted as Access
Noie “C" on the attached Legal Access Exhibit), Rodriguez Road which elso Jeads to W, Lilac Road
(depicted as Access Note “D™ on the atiached Legal Access Exhibit) and Mountain Ridge Road which
Jeads 10 Circle R Drive (depicted as Access Note “H” on the attached Legal Access Exhibit). Anyone of
these secondary access options are uvailable and viable for this project. Consequently, there are more
than enough access points {o allow this subdivision. However, these private roads would have to b2
rebuilt to current privste road standards — which, besed upon my professjonal opinion, won't be a
problem based upon existing wpographic constraints. There is also the real possibility that public roed
3A will be required with this project which would provide el another acceptable access for this
subdivision,

Additionally, it is too early in the planning process to commit to & circuletion/traffic plan for this project.
Al of these issues would be analyzzd in depth after the PAA is approved and the planning work/traffic
studies are completed.

The other private road easements depicted on the Legul Access Exhibit are either not 40 wide or do not
extend to a public road. However, these other private road easements could be used for bicycle or
pedestrian access or circulation,

In summaty, aeceptable access to this project is not an issue in allowing a major subdivision at this

LANDMARK CONSULTING
‘1/ L /:(T‘—’“/"l

Mark A. Brencick, PE, PLS, Esq.
President
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Attachment B: Excerpts of instructions regarding Private Road Easements
within the County Accretive General Plan Amendment Pre-Application
Scoping Letter MPA 10-25 dated February 7, 2011

4. Off-Site Grading for Public andfor Private Road Improvements
To allow ior public andior private mprovements for areas oulside the boundary of
this subdiwision along Interstaie 15 Oid Highway 3046, West Lilac Road, praposed
Mobility Element Road 3A, Birdsong Drive. Covey Lane, Mouniain Ridge Road,
Nelson Way Rodriguez Road, and other raads in the vicinity of the project stle, the
following shall be completed:

I is ithe applicant's responsbilty o provide suttable evidence that ofisile
improvements including grading, dedicalions_ grants {if anyj, and easements can be
accomplished without resorting 1o Counyy of San Disge assistance  This evidence
can be provided in several forms (provide a letter of explanation wih the below
{Grmsy Used

¢ A Tille Report showing applicant has the right {o consiruct improvements along
with a Title Company Suarantes ($20.600; acknowledging those rights.

s Recorded Grant Deed or Recarded Right To Purchase for the area where
improvermeriis are o be constructed;

s  Other gvidence satisfactory 10 the County thal cleaity shows an existing and
continuing richt 1o construci the reguired improveienis

The applicants evidence must aiso show the abiily lo have any existing ulilily
sasemants subordinated 10 the new Public Basement (I any) as per Lounty
Subdivision Ordinance. The foregoing must be accomplished o the salistaction of
DPLU and DPVW prior to DIPW writing final requirements for this project

Provide a Map. to Engmeer's scale, which clearly indicates ony off-sile road
Easements/Dedications/Letiers of Perimission to Grade limgrove 1© be acguired
sxisting 1 G D's, exsting Publi. Hoad Easements. elc  Letters of Permission 10
Gradedmprove must be notarized  Please note thal existing off-site ruad easemants
may need 10 be expanded to accommodata road widening required by the praject
The ultimate righi-of-way widith required would be determingd through the resulis of
a traffic siudy.
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Attachment C1: Certification of Current Heirs and Assigns to Mountain
Ridge Private Road Easement Agreement 1993-0850511 recorded
December 16, 1993

| hereby certify that I/We am a current Heir or Assign to Mountain Ridge Private
Road Easement Agreement 1993-0850511 recorded December 16, 1993 and
other recorded easements that grant rights for the Southern 2500 feet of
Mountain Ridge that connect with the Public Circle R Drive.

I/We further certify that I/We have granted no additional rights for use of the
Mountain Ridge Private Road Easement beyond those indicated in 1993-
0850511 and other recorded legal easements.

I/We additionally certify that I/We oppose the use of Mountain Ridge as a
secondary access road for the purposes of Accretive Investments’ proposed
General Plan Amendment 12-001.

/-l Re L.

A M«a v Jerkrce

G55 i /‘57 i TEIR CE /
Y75S Mty T‘{-\Nxd., >
VIS YWeOd,  Naiade,

1733 Apan (T _ L o i
P90 Meamn E¥ialr 4} damantn At doy -
- /4 “JE F S/A» c

(7 775 r”'ﬁ o T—e: ity e 716'*"]5/

F017 /1/,7/?} . A /(// /f/(/( Z e 7 e Fuasd?
qu Admn~ 7 A %57

Ber AA L o h s
\ \L\/\‘: AL LA SKA L \.'\\‘\-(?\Jui'{‘!‘\'.
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Attachment C2: Certification of Current Heirs and Assigns to Covey Lane
Private Road Easement Agreement 79-539700 recorded December 28, 1979
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Attachment C: Certification of Current Heirs and Assigns to Covey Lane
Private Road Easement Agreement 79-539700 recorded December 28, 1979

|/We hereby certify thal /We amv/are a current Heir or Assign 1o Covey Lane
Private Road Easement Agreement 79-539700 recorded December 28, 1979.

1/We further certify that I/We have granted no additional rights to Accretive
Investments for use of the Covey Lane Private Road Easement beyond those
indicated in 79-539700.

I/We additionally certify that IWe oppose the use of Covey Lane as a secondary
access road for the purposes of Accretive Inveslments' proposed General Plan

Amendment 12-001. o~ ot
< 2

éﬂ*‘l < AA—L__ o=5- (> § S

Ben and Daﬂene Hare (dated) eler an l:zab\é1¥h Bulk/éy??!aled)
APN 129- 7%? "/‘M’IV
\z;‘f ‘Z‘T _ LRt ““(m}/?x YL HES

Kéiand (wie 7/13/ue (dated) '/, %s jgfaﬁé Christie Switzer (dated)
APN 728 290 65 ‘AFN 129-010-84

o Z ST i
Rob "'B\Tlssa Carr (dated)
APN? -83

h/g% nda Purdy (dated)

APN"12 0-37
Ligetrmre tlifion il ([ 7
Mark andWaren Jackson (dated) red and Floann Sannipoli (f w;

APN 128-290-77 APN 128-290-76
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Attachment D: September 25, 2010 Accretive Investments proposed Tentative
Map 5571- RPL 1 Sheet 8 Offsite Improvements — Mountain Ridge and Covey
Lane Private Roads

if  SEE SHEET 6

SEE SHEET &
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Attachment E: Deed for Accretive Parcels 129-300-09 and -10
6080

e i NOCH  2006-N53852
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’ ' 6094

EXEIRIT A"
CRLALDISERE I
3103 PODRICLEL ROAL. L ONDID L CA B &
AFtnl 1200110512530 09 126 %0 17

PUE L ANIY R KRR 133 18 REIN T STELATLI o LT 5 At 0 SAHIRCE IS G0 Iy
OF $A% DIEGD AND IS DFSCRIBED AS FOLLOWS

PAKSE

THE "WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTEN OF THE £+ 3RTH» AST QLARTER 06
SEC T30 A0, TOWNSIET 10 SOUTH, RANGL 2 WE ST, SAN FERNARDINII AST ANDD

M REAAN, 1% THL COUNTY UF SAN GO STARL OF CALFORRKIA, AUU ADIKG 30
LN, # 1) SYATES GOVERNMENT SURYLY AIFPROVED APRIL 21, 1840

PAECEL 2

THE FAST 20 ACRES OF THE NORHEAYS: QUARTFR OF THESOULEAST QUARTER OF
SECTION 30 TOWNSHIF 10 8OUTIL RANGE 2 WanT, SAM K RNARLING BASE ANL
MEEIDIAN, 1% THEI CCUNTY OF SAN DILGQ, STATT UF LA 1 DIEZA. ACLEKDING 10
UNITYD) S1A1ES COVERNMINT SURVEY AFPROVFD NOVEMBER 1. 1913,

PARCE: 3

1L ADRTH HALL OF TiIF SOUTURAST GUAR e R OF SFCTION 30, TUWNSHIP 10 SOUTI,
RAMLS. 2 WEa 1, SAN REENARDSND BASE AN HLPIDIAS INTIME COUNTY U SAN
DIEGO STATL UF CAITFORNIS, ACGURDING 16 UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
SURVTY AFPROVED NOVEMPIR | 1913

EXCLET ING THRERERROM THE RAST 20 4 RES T REOL
PARCEL 1

AN CASEMENT AND KIGH [ (0F WAY FOR RDAD PURFOS: > AND INCIDENTAL PURE-151-S
OVER ALONG AND ACKOSS THE SUTHERLY 2000 FEET QI THE § AST HA' F OF THF
SOUTTIWEST QUARTE R OF 1iE NOIRQUHE ASTOUARTER O SRCTEIN 30 TERVASHIF 1
SOMTH RANGE 2 WES. SAN B RNARIEND MER DIAN 1% THE CUUNTY CF SAN TG,
STATF OF CALITORKIA ACCORUING TO UNTTED STATES GOVERVMENT SURVEN
APROVED ATRIL 118

PARL Pl &

AR EASEME % AND KGHT UF WAY FUR INGRE 3% ANU RERTSS FOR KDAR FURPOSE S
OVEE, ALONG ANIZ ACROSS THE SUUTH 29 1 EFT OF 1L WEST NALF OF THE
SOITIWES . OHARTRR OF THE NORTHENST QUARIFR Op SECTION 30 TIRYNSED 1
SO RANGS 2 WESE, SAN BURNARDENG MEE DIAN, 15 THE CRNEY OF SAN DEFC1,
STATE OF CALICOINIA ACLORDING TUr UNTT: i STATES L OFLFSMERE SURVEY
APPROWEL. APRIL. 21 1890,

JONT A0 L8 et o et



Page 16 of 24

PARCEL €.

AN CASEMEN i AND RIGIIT OF WAV FOR INGRFLS AND FGRENS FOR RGAD PURPOSES
IR, ALGND ANE ATPOSS THE NI 20 R F D UF THe S THe ASTQUAKTER OF
S CTION %, TOWNSHIP 10 SOUTH, RARGE 2 WEST SAN BERNARDINO BASE AND
MERIMAN IN THE COUNTY GF SAN DIIGG, STATL U CALTFORNEA, ACCOREING TQ
UNITED STATES COVERNMFNT SURVEY AFPROVIED, NOVFMBER | 1013

PARCEL 7.

AN LASEMENT AND RICH | UF WA3 § OR IKGRESS AND EGRESS FOR KOAD LRI ON:
UV ER, ALONG ANL ACRUSS TilAT #ORTIGH OF THE SOUTH S ACRES OF THE FAST
HALF Ot THE SOUTHEAS T QUARIER OF THE KORTHE AST QUARILER OF SECTION 30
TUWNSHIP 10 SOUTT RAKGY 2 WEST, SAN 8= RUARTING MERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY
OF SAN DIEGO. STATT OF CALIFORNIA ACCORDING TO UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
SURVEY DFSCRIBED AS FOLLOWS

COMMENCING Al THE MORTHEAST CORNEM OF SAI0 SOUTH S 4CRES OF IHE LAST
HALF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTIIEAST QUARS EF. OF SECTION 30
THENCE AL ONG THE FASTERLY LINE OF SAID SECTION 36, SuU 111 0070 14° WEST,
237 07 F¥1LT TO THE TRUE POIN) OF° BEGINNING, THENCE PARALLLL WIT)! THE
NORSHERIY 1INE UF SAID 3CUTH 5§ AGRES NORTH 99°16°30° W= 33000 LEE L,
THENCE PARALLFL WITM i HE FASTLRS Y LINE OB SAID SELC TN 43, NORTH 0070147
EAST Sl FLLE. (1IZNCE PARALLEL WIiTH THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 5410 ST Y
ACRES, NOGRTH FS 16 397 WEST, 33002 FLET TG iDL INTERSFUTION WITH (HE
WLSLLELY LINL OF EASTHALF OF THE

SOUHHLAST QUARTEE 0F THE RO HEAST QUARTER OF SAID SLCTTON 23, SILNCE
ALOKG SAHD WESTERLY [INF SC1TTH 06" 1 147 WEST, 254 09 FLEY TO THL
INTERSECTION WITH THE SQUTIHFEL ¥ LING: OF THF NORTHIAST GUARTER OF SAID
SLET-ON 1, THERTE ALONG $3D SOUTHERLY LINE SOUTH 89" 15730” FAST. #6040
FEET TO THE SGUTHIAST CORNER OF [HE RDRTHFAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 30
THRASE AL CSHG 11U EASTERLY LN OF $AID S=CH 10N 3¢ NORTH 8071y 147 BAST.
231 G FEFT TO THF TRUE POINT 07 KLGINNING

FARCEL &.

AN UASEMENT AN KIGHT OF WAY FUR [X0GRF 3% AND EGRESS FOR ROAL FURPOSES
OVER ALONI AND ACKUSS THE FAST 20 FEE: OF THE NCRTHEAST QUAKILR OF
SECLIO™ 3, TOWNSHLE JU SOU T KANGE 2 WEST, SAN BERNARLING MERIDIAN, IN
VHE COUN Y OF 8AN DILLO. $1A LT OF CALIEORNLY ACCORDING TOUNHED S ATES
GUVERNMENT SURVEY APEROVLD, APPRUVL O AVRIL 21100

1 %€ FPTING THERT FROX THAT PORTION P SARCFL £ HEREINABUVE D) SURIEBND

T e ATH IS T sroallT e o “Z-
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PARCEL 8. 6093

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS AND ECRESS FOR ROAD PURFOSES OVER. ALONC AND
ACROKS THE WEST 2 FFIT OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTFR AND THE NORTH 20 CERT
OF THE NDRIHWEST QUARTER LYING WEST OF THE WESTERLY LINE OF LI AU RUAL
OF SECTION 29 TOWNSHIP 10 SOUTH. RANGE 2 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN IN
THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING TO UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT SURVEY APPROVED, APRIL 21. 1890 AND OVER AND ALONG AND
ACROSS THE NURTH 20 FEET OF THE WEST 20 FEET OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTFR OF
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 10 SOUTH. RANGE 2 WEST SAN
BERNARDING MERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY OF SAM DIEGD, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
ACCORDING TO UNITED STATES COVERNMENT 5URVEY APPROVED, APRII 21,1880,

PARCEL 19

AN EASEMENT AND RIGHT QF WAY FOR INGRESS AND ECRESS FOR ROAD PURI'OSES.
OVER, Al ONG AND ACROSS T1IE SOUTH 20 FEET OF THE EAST 20 FEET OF THE
SOUTHLAST QUARTLR OF THE SOUTHEAS' QUARTER QT SECTION 18, AND THE SQUTH
20 FEET OF THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHWEST QUAKTER OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF SECTION 20 1.YING WESTERLY 01 1E WESTERLY LINE OF WEST LILAC
ROAD, ALL RFING [N TOWNS!EP )0 SOUTH. RANG 2 WEST, SAN BERNARDIND
MERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCURDING TO
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT SURVEY APPROVED. APRIL 21, 1880.

ALL OF SAID EASEMENT PARCELS HERLIN DRESCRIBED ARE HFREBY DECLARED TC BE
APPURTENANT T0 AND FOR PHE USE AND BENEFIT OF ALL OR ANY PORTION OF LANL
OWNED It T1E GRANTEES, THEIR SUCCESSOR (¢ ASSIGNS HEREIN LYING WITHIN THE
ROUTE OF SAID EASEMENT.



Page 18 of 24

Attachment F: Ciremele Surveying Letters — Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane

Ciremele Surveying Inc. is a full-service land surveying firm based in
Escondido, California. Operating since 1998, Ciremele Surveying has more than
45 years combined experience providing land surveying services in California
and Arizona.

Chris Ciremele, has been a licensed surveyor for 30 years and holds licenses in
California and Arizona. Ciremele Surveying is a member of the California Land
Surveyors Association and The National Society of Professional Land Surveyors.

Ciremele Surveying provides services to a myriad of clients including, but not
limited to engineers, architects, tribal lands, insurance agents, attorneys, expert
witness, contractors, investors, developers, realtors, and residential land owners
with land surveying needs in San Diego, Riverside, Orange County and San
Bernardino County. .
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IREMELE
URVEYING inc.

o 64 & Torordidn B .4, Escom2do, CA GI025 ef~cne {T67:6PG 2760 » Fax (TRT 6RG-JP0"

T

Joauary 14 2113

Kevn K. Johrson, APLC
Alterreys at | dew

GO0 W Bron oy #2240
San Dego, CA 92101

Subjoct: Ana'ysis of Accretive Luac Hifls Subdivision existing easemants 57 use of Covey Lane
private road by the proposed Accrelive Litac Hdls Ranch Subdivision

Refsronces:
asAugust 30 2012, Carano Tale 4" amenvied Prelimusiary Report Accredve “Las {das Map’

&) Lilag Hiis Ranch Tentatwe Map Tract 5571 Rpl 1 dated 01312
< Marcel Map 1B53¢ - Minor Subdivision rec 8/29:2030

| have reviewes the abave referenced map. Tewe Repon dacument and Minor
Sutdivision Parcel Map

Actreliva has wientified 19 ‘L xisting Easements 10 Reman” on Tenlative Mag Tract 5571
Rpr 1 dated §/13/112 sheel 2- Existng Easements pnd shot 3 Easnments Nolas slong the
route of the exsting Covey Lane prvale road Of these 18 easements. 7 are road 2and utilily
easemuntt 2 are Irevocasie Offeds o Dedica‘c, and the remasvsg 10 are Ulildy casements

Of the 7 1oad easeniems ksted betow {he oty easument that nuns the Ul sproy 4328
foat length of the exvating Covey L ane pnvate road & dem 102. 40 vade road and ulidy
easemen! N 79-535700 O.R Rec. 12/28°1979.7
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LM AL |

7 'm ROAD AND UJILIY £5M8 BN trs) GRORE D 2001852

o T e e T T T T

I} BeWORTIA U CRETTY LSS 1N T S gl YR Ry 10 0y

w (40 ROAD & UTILETY EASPFMENT B NS 753837 £ TR-342708 LR RLL. 3 18 1998
4 0 ROADTA D TILELY ESST HK Sn #t, FA6 06 REC 1711 ke

foq 20 BOAITFSMEOVER T AT COVIY TANL 3% 0 Si3o8K o8 RIC 9 00 belp
;1.1 Ve amiana AT '

in ‘ OEOADK T HLEY BN AISE A R REC T 398

n COT ROADK T T Y RK G GO W R KE4 ) EE Mise

in the prebminary Tite Report.

Tha Yl aga’ Description’ of Asseasnr Parcets withen thie proposes Accrebive Sabdiiton
il {aeden Civey Lt die Inlby Lt Ty sre 1501y Tuet dabrgcly Tyl Hiese pateets
none mat 1un the entire tength of the exsting leng of the existing Covey Lane pavate road
Some are parl of the deed 79 539700 giving the parcets lega! access o Wesi Lilec Road.

CPARUEL 5 I ASSESSOR'S PAKE F L NEUNIHER
‘N i ;
ur 4
' :

JNAHEIHESIDE OF € OVES
45 © 1y 2ns]
(A TR PP T RN
iw\ T)an 200§
i | SOUTH SIDE 0¥ COVEY
54 121002
I‘q-,u\ ) 200 O8 ANl L0 um.

]sr 42001408
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In schedule B- Matters ARecling Parcess 25 384 37A, 90A and £7 there ae many
feqacy ronAd Fasemens, none of which run the full length of Covey Lane privale road lo s
intersection with Wes | ilac Rogd {public:  All of the bordoring parcels descnbed in the Legn!
Descpton have Covey Lane provale road easoment 1ghts «ia nstrument No 70 5335700
recorded 12/76'1970 granting ingress ared ¢giess 10 West Ldar. Road [publ)

There are three cied imevecable Offers of Dedicalion (1 O DY of public right of way.

lem 334- Instrument No 83-173147 recorded 8/371981 ofers an addilonat 30" roed
RoW across the Northern border of APN's 129-010-68 ard -72 slong the South side of the rete
of the existing Covey 1 ane private road for a distance of approx 1328 fee!

Hesn 152- Iasttumernt No. Document H0-183808 recorded 6/18/188D ofters an additonal
39 rpad RoW o oross the SoLis n border of APN's 128 25,60 and -89 alony the Nuth sde of
the route of the gxxsting Covey Lane private road for a distange ol asp, ox. 600 foel.

Hem 138 lnst: omeat N, Dovenent BO-172563 recorded 528/1188D oflers an acutona!
37 road RoVy across the Southemn barder of APN 125.290-57 along the North side of the roune
of the existing Lovey Love pvale road for & gixtance of appros 500 feet This 10D was noal
fisteed On ihe TR 5674 RPL 1 Mop.

Thesge three I0Ls 60 not oxtend 10 bath sdes of the 4328 {eol full 1oute of the: existing
40 Cavey Lane priviti- toad

Parzel Map- Minor Subgivis:on 18536 rec 82872000 ttp mest regent recorded
Subdivision Mag fer the properly that binders Covey Lane private road have certification
appraved by the County of San Diego that cile Instrurrent No  78-539700 datod 12/28/1879 ag
the easement panting private road rights for use of the Covey Lane

If the certficaton in Minor Subdivision 18534 is comest Instrument No., 76539700
recorded 42781978 18 the goverung document lor exsbng 40" Covey Lame srsuene il bghls
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In addition lo Accretve parce:s that are heir and assigns to insrument No 76-539700
1ecosded 12020891979, there are 11 olher cuttent propeitly owners that borded the route of the
existing 40 Covey Lane privale road The parcels are listed below

129-100-44 12%-490-37
128-243-6% 126-016-84
129040 83 128 250 &7
128200 3¢ 128 290-38
12829077 126-28C-76
12901061

Sacorely,

Chris Cremele
Cavmele Surveying
Professianal { wensed Surveyar 1S 5267
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CIREMELE
SURVEYING inc.

#1752 & Laonttdy b vl Escondo. Ch 82025 ePhuee {742 )466-2200 o Fas 17 BUEHY-7502

January 14 2013

Kev K Subinse APLC
Atioreys @t Law

600 W Brondway #1225
San Uiegs CASZ101

Subject: Analysis of Accrative Lilac Hills Sobdiwvnig:on easting &asemants dor uase of Maontain
Ryige Private Road bty the proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Subd vision

References:
a® Awgust 33 2077 Chrage trle 67 amended Preimimary Repot- Accre!ve 'L as Lilas Map

by Lian Hi = Rench Temtative Map Tract 5579 Rol 1 dmed @ 13/12
| have reviewed tha abuve (e c o map and Ttk Repos 1 socumernt.

Thute dre pe wnsting rwed easements’ ovar Mauntnn Redge Rodo asse tou by Accretve un
Tentatve Map 1tact 5571 Rp! dated 313012 Sheet 2 Fer Actretive's use - Existiog Losomen's
and Snuer 3 Casement Nolws fur Masalan Reige Hoad Sowh of ite proposed Subdeaipn:
Bolmdaties o parcals 128-300-09 and -10, which ferm tue southén houndary of the proposed
Subsvikion

In the preliminary Yitle Report

The _uga Dosu ubor of Parcal 93 (APN 129 300-0%; and Pa-cel &4 (APH 128 300 1Dy
cortans ey porice 1 seven recorded sasempmts

The seven road easements are refemed to in the Prebmmary Tile Reper as Legat Descnption
Paicels @4 05 96 57, 98 07 and 100 These seven pasemenis sre for & route that dhilizes
Redigiez Road 1o Coves Lene 10 West Ldac. No essements to use Mountain Ruige Prvale
Road Soutm of APN's 122-306.° J9 and 10 are described in the seven easemer refersnces

in Schedule B- Matters Aected Pacels 81 62 63, 84 45,05 97, 48, 92 and 100 there are
ftems 349972 After renowing these 32 items, there ste nobe that 2aplioily giant Actretive road
case mants tor use of Mountas: Ridge Private Road South of the southern boundary of APN's
120.233-0% and -*0,
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Basud 0n the srdormation in the wo references documents Accrelive has rot demonstitud
nghits 1o use Mountain Ridge prvate road scuth of APN's 128-300-08 and -10.

HSaoere Y.

Chrua Coomad,

Chris Ciremele
Cremels Surveyng
Professional Larnsed burveyor Li: 5267




KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
KEVIN K. JOHNSON ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211
JEANNE L. MacKINNON 600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 225 —

HEIDI E. BROWN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 FAX (619) 696-7516

May 29, 2013

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL & EMAIL VIA US MAIL & EMAIL
Thomas Montgomery San Diego Planning Commission
San Diego County Counsel County of San Diego
Office of the County Counsel Planning & Development Services
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 355 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110
San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92123
Email: thomas.montgomery@sdcounty.ca.gov  Email: Lisa.Fitzpatrick@sdcounty.ca.gov
VIA EMAIL San Diego Board of Supervisors
Mark Wardlaw Greg Cox, Bill Horn, Dave Roberts,
County of San Diego Ron Roberts, Dianne Jacob
Director of Department of Planning & County Administrative Center
Development Services 1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335
Email: mark.wardlaw@sdcounty.ca.gov San Diego, CA 92101

Email: greg.cox@sdcounty.ca.gov
Richard E. Crompton bill.horn@sdcounty.ca.gov
County of San Diego dave.roberts@sdcounty.ca.gov
Director of Department of Public Works ron.roberts@sdcounty.ca.gov
Email: richard.cropmton@sdcounty.ca.gov dianne.jacob@sdcounty.ca.gov

Subject: Response to David Hymer April 08, 2013 letter regarding Legal Rights for Use
of Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane Private Road Easements related to the proposed
Lilac Hills Ranch Development

Honorable County Supervisors, County Counsel Montgomery; Planning Commissioners
and County Staff:

My office informed you via our February 5, 2013 letter that Accretive Investments lacks
adequate road easement rights on two private roads outside the Subdivision boundaries of
Accretive’s proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project.

The February 5, 2013 letter was based on Amendment 4 to the Lilac Hills Ranch
Preliminary Title Report (PTR) dated 8/30/12, which was received from the County on 10/26/12
as the result of a California Public Records Act request to the County. After receipt of Mr.
Hymer’s letter referencing Amendment 10 to the Lilac Hills Ranch PTR dated 2/1/13, we
requested a copy of Amendment 10 of the PTR and it was subsequently provided by the County
on April 16, 2013.
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Amendment 10 of the PTR indicates that Accretive may have limited rights granted in
1957 to use the Mountain Ridge private road for two parcels. The 1957 grant of road easement
is quite explicit in limiting the rights to the two parcels, not their entire proposed project. Please
see the attached May 3 letter from Ciremele Surveying Inc. (Exhibit “A”) showing that property
owners outside the Southeast Quarter of Section 30 do not have rights to use the subject
easement.

An objective reading of the documentation makes it clear that Accretive lacks adequate
road easement rights on Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge to implement their project as
proposed.

Two recent road exemption requests to the County from Accretive serve as functional
admissions that the applicant does not have adequate road easement rights. See Exhibits “B” and
“C”. Also, if granted, these proposed exemptions will expose the County to non-standard roads
liability and infringe dramatically upon the private property rights of existing road easement
holders.

You should also be aware of a fatal accident that occurred August 9, 2007 at the
intersection of Covey Lane and West Lilac Road wherein the line of sight is insufficient for safe
driving. The County was sued for damages in West v. County of San Diego, et al 37-2008-
00058195-CU-PO-NC.

Use of Public Rights to enable a private development

Exhibits “A” and “H” in Mr. Hymer’s April 08, 2013 letter graphically document that
Accretive’s” right of way” relies on multiple County owned Irrevocable Offers to Dedicate right
of way for public usage. These rights are owned by the County and are explicit rights for public
roads. Accretive is a private developer proposing Mountain Ridge as a private road enabled by
public rights, and is also relying on receiving public rights to enable Covey Lane as an Interim
Public Road to serve their proposed private project.

There are no County Plans identifying these roads as future County Roads.

Moreover, there is no public benefit in enabling Accretive to infringe upon the easement
rights of the approximately 30 other private parties that hold undisputed rights on Covey Lane
and Mountain Ridge, 80% who have signed a petition opposed to Accretive’s proposed use of
these roads.

Accretive is misinterpreting its Covey Lane Private Road Easement rights recorded in
Document No. 1979-539700

Accretive’s Engineer, Mr. Brencick, asserts “This easement was granted in gross to all of

the grantees identified in this document with the “right to ...dedicate the same for public use.
... Therefore, Accretive has the right to dedicate a portion of this easement to the County to

2
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complete the public road connection between the easterly project boundary and West Lilac
Road.”

This interpretation of Accretive’s rights supposedly granted by this document is flatly
unreasonable.

The intent of the parties at formation of the agreement and a reasonable interpretation of
the language of the agreement provides that a property owner can dedicate for future public use
that portion of this easement that is on his property. Accretive can only grant public road
easement rights on parcels that Accretive owns that have Covey Lane road frontage. Accretive
clearly does not own all of the parcels with Covey Lane frontage. Accretive essentially is
proposing granting public road easements against multiple parcels that they do not own.

Accretive is also proposing grossly overburdening their limited road easement rights across
Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge

Accretive is proposing using Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane as circulation element and
secondary access roads for a proposed city of 5,000 people. This would result in, without
question, an illegal and gross overburdening of the subject easement rights. Civil Code Section
807: Russell v. Palos Verdes Properties (1963); 218 CA 2d 754, 772; Jordan v Worthen (1977)
68 CA 3d 310, 327.

Should the County allow this project to proceed it will infringing upon the private
property rights of the approximately 30 owners of easement rights on these two roads.

Requested Action

Despite their statements to the contrary, Accretive does not hold legal rights to use Covey
Lane and Mountain Ridge private roads for the purposes indicated in their proposed subdivision.

Moreover, 80% of the other easement holders of Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge have
signed petitions stating that they will not grant Accretive additional rights.

Before proceeding further with processing the subject project application, including the
proposed General Plan Amendment 12-001, the County is requested to take a formal position on
the easement rights issue. There is no point in continuing to use County resources and in wasting
the public’s time in following and commenting upon a massive project which cannot be legally
built.
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The issue of adequate easement rights is not a mere civil dispute. The relevant
documentation is clear and decisive.

Thank you for your prompt attention to these matters.

Very truly yours,
KEVIN K. JOHNSON APLC
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Attachment D — September 13, 2012 request for Exemption from Road Standards — Mountain
Ridge/Circle R intersection Page 1 of 2

Request for a
Modification to a Road Standard
and/or to Project Conditions

2012

Project Number: T4 55731/6572 Date of Request _=“F- 1~

£ W. Lilac Road in the County of San Diego

} 4

Pwmn. Bast gide of Interstace 15, scutherly o
State of Callfornla 127-072-20, 127-072-24 127-072-38, 127.072<4]1 127.072-40

Thos, Bros, Map/Grid: 1029, 1069 APNz21- 072 46 127 074-47, 128-200-42 138-440-01, 136-300-4¢

128-200-27, 130-200-10,128-940-23_ 128-280-37 128-440-9E

Requestor Name: accretive Investmenca, 10C Telephone: _|555) S46-0700

Address: 12275 El Camino Real. Suite 110, San Diego, ©CA 892130

Requested Modification (attach engineering sketches showing existing layout. details and notes).

The line of sight distance reguirement per Public Road atandard ig S00' for 50 mph desian
The reguested modification iz to allowv a reduced line of sight distance raguiremant

opeed.
from S54G4' to 340",

Reason for requested Modification (provide attachment If additional space is required):

The regqussted road modification pertaine to the intergecticn of Mountsain Ridge Road and

Circle 'R' Drive. This currently has an intersectional sight distance of 340' which s
(806 attached Figure 2 Sight Disgtance

achieved within the exiating paved Civcle 'R' Drive

Analyszs). The current line of sight distance of 340' is8 reagonable due to the low craffic

Wwith minor clearing of brush and trees, & sight

volume anticipated on Mountain Ridge.
distance of 500' can be achieved. For the applicant to do this would r=guire & clearans ce
Although there is no right-of-way for

eagement from the adjacent, hoetile propexty owner,
Circle *R' Or here. the County could clear brush for this County maintalped yoad throwah their

prescriptive rights on this road.

List alternatives that could mitigate the requested Medification (attach engineering sketches showing
proposed layouts, detalls and notes), Belocete the intersection

Describe the hardship(s) to the property owner(s) and/or neighbor(s) if the request is not approved (see note

3. on reverse):
A 500' gight distance can be
from & hestile aeighbor is required to clear brush and trees,

repulc fyxom t¥rying to obtain ¢asement rights from thie property owner

achieved without grading, but to maintsin & permanent

closrspace, an eagsement Additional

ceat and project delaye can
While County should have the
County maintained public road

Provide Design and Estimate for meeting the Candition (see note 3. on reverse):

rights to clear this brush with their prescriptive righte over this

See reverse for directions and important information,

Revised: Aug 30, 2007
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FROM MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD LOOKING WEST ONTO
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KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
KEVIN K. JOHNSON ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211

JEANNE L. MacKINNON 600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 225

HEIDI E. BROWN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 FAX (619) 696-7516

August 19, 2013

Mark Slovick, Project Manager

County of San Diego Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

(858) 495-5172

Subject: DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP), Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)—UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Dear Mr. Slovick:

This firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California Non-Profit Corporation. On its
behalf, we offer the following comments on the Utilities and Service Systems Section of the
Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR.

Subchapter 3.1.7 Utilities and Service Systems Regulatory Framework fails to include or
analyze compliance with Government Code sections 65352 and 65352.5 regarding referral to
VCMWD of the proposed amendments to the County General Plan and VCMWD's compliance
with the information provision requirements under section 65352.5 (c).

Please revise the DEIR to include an appropriate discussion of compliance with these
sections.

Very truly yours,
KEVIN K JOHNSO L

/;:;Zﬁ;

vin




August 19,2013

cc: Claudia Anzures, Esq.
Mark Mead, Esq.



KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
KEVIN K. JOHNSON ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211

JEANNE L. MacKINNON 600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 225

HEIDI E. BROWN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 FAX (619) 696-7516

August 9, 2013
VIA EMAIL
Mark Slovick
County of San Diego Planning and
Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123
Email: mark.slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Subject: DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP),
Waste Water Management Alternatives Study

Dear Mr. Slovick:

Our firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California Non-Profit Corporation. We
have the following comments on the Waste Water Management Alternatives Study. By way of
brief summary, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Project does not have valid easements for the
Sewer and Recycled Water Pipeline Route labeled as Alternative 3. This fundamental problem
must be specifically addressed in the DEIR both in terms of the feasibility and impacts of the
project and in terms of appropriate avoidance and mitigation strategies.

Offsite Pipeline Route/Pipeline Right of Way(Alternative 3)

We have performed an analysis of the Waste Water Management Alternatives Study
reviewing the preferred offsite route (Alternate 3) for sewer and recycled water pipelines. This
route proposed by Accretive Investments does not have legal right-of-way easement to transport
recycled water or sewer pipelines across the route depicted in Figure 3-4 “Offsite Sewer
Collection System.”

This conclusion is supported in a July 8, 2013 letter from the Valley Center Municipal
Water District (VCMWD) to Mark Jackson. See Exhibit “A” attached hereto. The District
therein confirms that VCMWD has inadequate legal easements along the route analyzed
(Alternate 3) for the purposes indicated in the Waste Water Management Alternatives Study.

Please address the entire content of the subject letter including the section regarding the
highly unlikely use of Eminent Domain powers by the District to secure utility easements.

Also, it is highly unlikely that Accretive, on its own, has the ability to obtain the
necessary rights for the preferred Alternate 3 route. We are not aware of any neighbors being
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willing to convey easement rights to enable a project that is dramatically inconsistent with the
General Plan and local Community Plans

Alternative Routes 1 and 2

We have only had time to analyze the Preferred Route. There are two other candidate
routes indicated in the study. Given the underlying problems with Alternative 3, very specific
evidence is needed to show that Accretive has the necessary rights to build along these routes. If
not, all sewage treatment and water recycling functions must be performed on-site at the
proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision.

The DEIR should include all relevant easement documents. It should also Geo locate on a
map (showing relevant APN numbers and boundaries) all of the claimed easement rights and
tracing all offsite routes for sewer and recycled water pipelines identified in Figures 3-2 and 3-4.
This analysis is necessary to determine if legal right-of-way exists. If there is legal right of way,
these offsite routes potentially disturb Sec. 404 wetlands and other natural resources.
Accordingly, specific mapped locations of the proposed pipeline routes are required to properly
assess impacts. A detailed and comprehensive natural resource map, with pipeline route overlays
should also be prepared and there should be a specific discussion of avoidance and mitigation
measure options. '

In the event there are no feasible off site routes for the subject pipelines, there will be
multiple and serious issues associated with on-site treatment. These include but are not limited
to, odor, hazardous chemical usage and storage, heavy vacuum truck traffic for residual solids
removal, and depending on location, there are likely to be significant, direct biological impacts.
There is also the major issue of growth inducement by a new onsite treatment plant.

Given the complexity of these issues, we request that the DEIR be rewritten and
recirculated for public review and comment. As noted earlier, there has not been time to study
the easement rights to Alternatives 2 and 3. The public deserves the opportunity to look at and
comment upon whatever new evidence is developed regarding the easement rights and related
environmental impacts. There should also be written responses by the County to those comments
otherwise there will be denial of the right of the public to meaningfully participate in the
planning process.

Very Truly Yours,

KEVIN K. JOHNSON, AP

/ / |
/Kevin K. Johnson ’/
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CC: Claudia Anzures, Esq. (via email)
Mark Mead, Esq. (via email)

Exhibit “A” — July 8, 2013 Valley Center Municipal Water District to M. Jackson letter















KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
KEVIN K. JOHNSON ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211

JEANNE L. MacKINNON 600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 225

HEIDI E. -
E. BROWN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 FAX (619) 6967516

August 12, 2013

VIA EMAIL

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego Planning and
Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Email: mark.slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Subject: DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP),
Improper withholding of critical information regarding Public Review of the Lilac Hills
Ranch (LHR) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Mr. Slovick:

This law firm represents Heart of Valley Center, a California non-profit corporation. We
have the following comments on critical information that has been improperly withheld from the
DEIR process. We believe the omissions below require the County to 1) redefine the scope of the
project to include all of the impact areas that have not been addressed; and 2) revise the DEIR
and re-notice and recirculate the expanded document for public review and comment.

Specifically, the County of San Diego has not shared LHR DEIR information in
accordance with CEQA public information distribution requirements in at least 4 very critical

areas. These areas are listed below:

1. Accretive Investment’s (“Accretive”) ten (10) requests for major Exemptions from
County Road Standards;

2. The “Dudek” Fire Service Response Time Analysis;

3. The absolute lack of design information for the Lilac Hills Ranch/Covey Lane
intersection; and

4. The existence of “Road 15660 and its relationship to the LHR Project.

The relevance and importance of each of these areas is discussed in detail below.
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1. Request for Exemptions from County Road Standards (RFEFCRS)

Any material deviation from County Road Standards passes a serious threshold which
requires full CEQA analysis and subsequent public review of the micro and macro consequences
of granting the exemptions. This is especially the case where it appears the project cannot be
built unless the County approves an unprecedented number of exemptions.

In April 2013 an alert citizen noticed a reference to RFEFCRS and requested that the
County provide a copy of the RFEFCRS. The chronological e-mails between the citizen and the
County are enclosed in Attachment A — Citizen e-mails to County re: RFEFCRS and “Dudek.”

As a result of this alert citizen, the County of San Diego did provide a limited distribution
of the April, 2013 revisions of Accretive’s LHR RFEFCRS to the Valley Center Community
Planning Group (VCCPG) and the Bonsall Sponsor Group (BSG) via e-mail on May 13, 2013.
In the e-mail, the County requested that VCCP and BSG comment on the proposed RFEFCRS.

On June 4, 2013, the BSG in its regularly scheduled meeting voted 6-0-0 to reject the
RFEFCRS.

On June 10, 2013, the VCCPG in its regularly scheduled meeting rejected the RFEFCRS
with a 9-0-2 vote. Two VCCPG members recused themselves from the voting item because of
their personal residence proximity to the proposed LHR project, so it was in fact a unanimous
rejection of the RFEFCRS.

The extent of the distribution, if any, by the County beyond the VCCPG and BSG of this
critical RFEFCRS information is unknown and should be fully disclosed with appropriate
backup documentation.

We do know that the County did not post any version of the RFEFCRS on the
County’s LHR DEIR web site. Accordingly the public has been denied access to important and,
we believe, critical information regarding the scope and impacts of the project. Of course, the
public has simultaneously been denied the opportunity to comment on the subject information.

2. The “Dudek” Fire Service Response Time Analysis

In the April 9, 2013, Mark Jackson/Mark Slovick telephone conversation documented in
the e-mail in Attachment A , the County of San Diego refused to release a LHR Fire Services
Time Analysis prepared by Dudek Engineering (hence the reference to the “Dudek report” in
County correspondence).

Fire Service response time is a critical safety parameter for brush and structure fires, as
well as Emergency Medical Services.

In a July 26, 2013, meeting with Ann Quinley and Mark Jackson, Deer Springs Fire

2



August 12, 2013

Protection District Chief Chris Amestoy had extensive comments on the failure of the LHR
Project to meet the 5 minute Fire Service Response time standard. He referred to information in
“the Dudek report” on several occasions, and asked whether the VCCPG was provided a copy of
“the Dudek report.” -

The report is obviously considered important by a key fire expert yet, the County
withheld distribution of “the Dudek report”. The public has been denied the proper
opportunity to review and comment upon the Fires Service Emergency Response Time — a
critical safety issue.

3. The Absence of Design Information for the Lilac Hills Ranch/Covey Lane Existing
Private Road Intersection

Lilac Hills Ranch Road (LHRR) is the major internal north/south roadway for the
proposed LHR subdivision. LHRR is the route to access the LHR Project’s secondary access
roads, the existing Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge private roads.

Accretive has provided no detail of the road design of the intersection of LHRR and
Covey Lane. THIS IS THE ROUTE FOR SECONDARY ACCESS ROADS FOR
COMPLIANCE WITH THE COUNTY’S CONSOLIDATED FIRE CODE.

Resident Mark Jackson, in an e-mail dated June 27, 2013, made the observation that there
are no details on the intersection’s design and identified these fundamental issues for the County:

1. There is inadequate sight distance line and other design considerations that result in a
very high likelihood that the intersection does not meet County Road Standards.

2. Accretive does not have legal rights to obstruct Covey Lane with the LHRR
intersection.

3. A parcel of land critical to the road infrastructure for the project is not included in the
project as defined in the DEIR.

See Attachment B.

On July 2, 2013, a response to these issues came in an e-mail from Project Manager Mark
Slovick. See Attachment B. In summary, the County believes that some of the information either
does not need to be in the DEIR at all or that it is proper to defer an analysis of project scope,
impacts and mitigation until a later phase of the project. The fundamental problem with this
position is that the information needed is relevant to whether any phase of the project—not just a
later phase—can and should be built. Deferral of foreseeable impacts constitutes improper
“piecemealing” of a project.
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4. The Existence of “Road 15660 and Its Relationship to the LHR Project

In April 2012 alert citizens noticed that a major grading permit was filed by Accretive on
a route that ran across its property in the County’s “KIVA” on-line permit system. See
Attachment C- March 19, 2012, Road 15660 Permit Application. This permit was filed 42 days
prior to Accretive filing its General Plan Amendment Request for the LHR Project.

Accretive owns a 40 foot wide road easement across this property that is expressly
limited to provide access to a single landlocked 11 acre parcel presently in agricultural uses. The
current General Plan enables maximum build out of 2 residential units on the 11 acre landlocked
parcel owned by Accretive.

The citizens contacted the County Department of Public Works and received no
information whatsoever about the permit. The details of the County’s response are chronicled in
Attachment D - CPRA and Counsel DPLU DPW notice of the link between Road 15660 and
LHR Project.

In frustration, on June 4, 2012, the citizens submitted the California Public Records Act
request included in Attachment D.

The Office of County Counsel provided access to the major grading plan contained in
Attachment E - Road 15660 - Major Grading Plan. The citizens were astounded at the major
grading plan --- the largest possible private road that fit (marginally) in the 40 foot easement was
indicated in the grading plans.

The citizens informed the Department of Public Works (“DPW™) and Planning and
Development Services (“PDS”) (DPLU at the time) that the road location disturbed a seasonal
wetland that drained significant acreage and had environmental impact. The citizens were
informed that no environmental impact assessment was required, because this was just a major
grading permit not associated with any subdivision of property.

On or about September 25, 2012, the first “circulation map” for the LHR Specific Plan
was released — some versions indicated use of Road 15660 as a major internal circulation road
for the use of the LHR Project.

In frustration, the citizens wrote the November 22, 2012, letter contained in Attachment
D to the Senior Deputy County Counsel, the Lilac Hills Project Manager, the Director of PDS,
and the Director of DPW. The letter provides factual evidence that Road 15660 and its
environmental impacts are directly related to the Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Project.

This letter has been unanswered by the County.

In the intervening months, the lack of design disclosure regarding the Lilac Hills
Ranch/Covey Lane intersection and its relationship to Road 15660 raises many valid questions.
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Road 15560 is directly related to the LHR project. It needs to be disclosed for public
review and comment on its environmental impacts.

Requested Actions of the County

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires the recirculation of an EIR when significant
new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft
EIR for public review but before certification.

The County has failed to properly describe the project and is “piecemealing” the project
by withholding and/or only partially disclosing key information in, at least, the four areas
discussed above. The public therefore has been denied the most basic of rights under CEQA.

The County is required to properly define the scope of the project and to provide a
good faith analysis of all of the project’s impacts. The revised DEIR should include this
letter with full, reasoned responses to its contents. It should also endeavor to disclose any
other documentation in its files relevant to the project that has been withheld. This would

include any and all technical studies.

Thank you for your attention to these matters.

Very Truly Yours,

KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC

Kevin K. Johnso

cc: Claudia Anzures, Esq. (via email)
Mark Mead, Esq. (via email)

Attachment A - Citizen emails to County re RFEFCRS and “Dudek Report™

Attachment B - emails re: Lilac Hills Ranch Road Covey Lane intersection

Attachment C- March 19, 2012, Road 15660 Permit Application

Attachment D - CPRA and Counsel DPLU DPW notice of the link between Road 15660 and

LHR Project
Attachment E - Road 15660 - Major Grading Plan
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Attachment A — Citizen e-mails to SD County re: RFEFCRS and Dudek

April 8, Jackson to Slovick e-mail requesting RFEFCRS

rom  Mark Jackson <jacksonmark92026@gmail com:>
Mark Slovick <Mark. Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Mon, Apr 8, 2013 at 9:10 AM
Lilac Hills Ranch Information request - Important

gmail.com

Mark - the Project Issues checklist released to the public March 28, 2013 indicates the information attached has been revised since
the Feb 11, 2013.

| need to coordinate with you on your plans for public release of this revised information
| will give you a call this moming.
It will only fake a few minutes

Talk to you shortly,

Mark Jackson
760-731-732

Atftachment follows:



Attachment A - Requested Documents

Reference to Check List

Entirely New Documents

Item No. SubjectArea Requested Document

19 12 Master Prelim. Grading Plan Plotted Easements from Chicago Title Company

20 13 Master Tentative Map !

20 39 Master Tentative Map "

20 41 Master Tentative Map "

1 5 Major Project Issue - Capabilitied (sp?} Assessment prepared by Dudek

Travel Time S o

17 1 Exception Request Seven exception requests that the County has

26 104 Specific Plan - Wastewater

Received and reviewed

Valley Center Municipal Water District letter dated 3-6-13

Documents revised since 11 Feb 2013 Submission

‘Accepted Studies

Date Accepted

12/10/2012
12/10/2012

12/10/2012

12/10/2012

12/10/2012

12/10/2012
12/10/2012
12/10/2012
12/10/2012

12/10/2012

Specific Plan Text and Graphics - as revised
Specific Plan Text - Change tracker to Feb 11 2013 document

Master Tentative Map

Master Preliminary Implementing Grading Plan
Traffic Impact Study - most recent version

Emergency Response Plan and RiskCManagement Plan

-Geotechnical Report
-Groundwater Investigation
Hazardous Materials Information

Memorandums ofUnderstanding
Off-Site Biological Mitigation Information
Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments (ESA)

-RPO Open Space/Encroachment Map

RPO Slope Analysis
Vector Management Plan

April 9, 2013 Jackson to Slovick e-mail (Slovick did not respond to Jackson's 4/8/13 e-
mail, therefore Jackson telephoned Slovick. Jackson’s e-mail below documents
Slovick's agreements to request for information.




om.  Mark Jackson <jacksonmark92026@gmail.com>
Mark Siovick <Mark_Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov>

margarette morgan <morgan7070@cox.net>,
Steve Hutchison <hutchisonsm@gmail.com>

Tue, Apr 9, 2013 at 3:52 PM
Lilac Hills Ranch Information requested

gmail.com

Mark - I've copied Margarette Morgan and Steve Hutchison on this e-mail, so that Bonsall and Valley Center planning/sponsor groups
receive the information as well.

This afternoon, we discussed the information in the attached listing.

From the "Entirely New Documents" subgrouping. you agreed 1o provide everything except the "Capabiiities Assessment prepared by
Dudek"

From the "Documents revised since 11 Feb 2013 Submission” subgrouping, you advised me that the County was stilf reviewing the
Developer's input and that the information would be made available sometime in the future when County review is complete.

From the "Accepted Studies” subgrouping, you agreed to provide the ten completed and accepted studies, with the following caveat:
- Public Comment on the ten studies should not be submitted at this time, bui al a later date when you determine when the County will
be receiving Public Comment on technical studies |

Electronic access to the Information is desired — paper not required.

Thank You,

Mark Jackson
760-731-7327

May 13, 2013 Mark Slovick e-mail providing copies of the RFEFCRS to the Valley
Center Community Planning Group and the Bonsall Sponsor Group



From: Slovick, Mark <MaFkASlovick@sdcouny.ca.gow

Date: Mon, May 13, 2013 at 11:07 AM
Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch - Modification Requests
To: Margarette Morgan <morgan7070@cox net>, Steve Hulchison <hutchisons mail com>

Cc: "Ramaiya, Jamrett” <Jarrett Ramaiya@sdcounty.ca gov>, "Sinsay, Edwin M" <Edwin Sinsay@sdcounty ca gov>

Hi Margarette and Steve,

The applicant for Lilac Hills Ranch has requested modifications to the County's Public and Privaie Road Standards. Could you
please review the requests and provide a recommendation? I'l send you a follow up email showing the location of each request.

Some of the modifications are located within the Valley Center Community Plan area, some are within the Bonsall Community
Plan area and some are within both. Please provide a recommendation for each modification request within your community plan
boundaries. I've prepared the following list for reference.

Bonsall

BN =

5 (split)
9 (split)

Valley Center
5 (split)

6

7

8

9 (split)

10

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,

Mark Slovick

Land Use Environmental Planner
Planning and Development Services
County of San Diego

(858} 495-5172

.@ Modification Requests.pdf
2180K View Download
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intersection Page 1 of 2

June 27, 2013 Jackson to Slovick and Sinsay e-mail regading Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey
Lane Intersection

From: Mark Jackson [mailto:jacksonmark92026@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 10:13 AM

To: Slovick, Mark; Sinsay, Edwin M

Cc: Real, Sami; Blackson, Kristin; Ramaiya, Jarrett

Subject: Likely Safety Issue with Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Road Design + 2 other issues

Mark and Ed - I did a brief review of the latest Accretive Project Master Grading Plan.
Some items fall out that are Safety issues that need to be addressed immediately.
These comments will also be included in Public Comment response to the DEIR.

Issue 1: Design of the Intersection of Lilac Hills Ranch Road and Covey Lane (through Parcel
128-290-78-00) quite likely has inadequate sight line to the extent that it meets no road standards
and is an extreme safety issue.

The proposed four lane road centerline is approx. 300 feet from the apex of a very steep vertical
curve on existing Covey Lane Private Road. The 4 lane Lilac Hills Road will be approximately
60 feet lower in elevation (850 feet elevation) from the apex (910 ft elevation) of the existing
Covey Lane Private Road.

Ladies and Gentlemen - This intersection is absolutely blind to west bound traffic on Covey
Lane. This intersection quite likely don't meet any road standard, even in a Third World
Country.

Issue # 2 - This intersection grossly overburdens Accretive's limited easement rights on existing
Covey Lane Private Road and obstructs other existing easement holders of rights to Covey Lane
Private Road.

Issue # 3 - (not a Safety Issue - merely misrepresentation of information to sidestep regulations)
Parcel 128-290-78 needs to be included in the "Project." It is owned fee simple by Accretive and
used for the route of their 4 lane road. It isn't in the "Project" because it will leave 2 hostile
owners (Accretive's term) surrounded by the Project, and brings additional restrictions on
Accretive which Accretive avoids if they are not included in "the Project."

Please provide a response to my observations prior to July 3, 2013 as to the accuracy of my
observations and the actions taken by the County if remediation is required.

Sincerely,

Mark Jackson
760-731-7327




Attachment B- Citizen e-mails to the County re: details of Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane
intersection Page 2 of 2

July 2, 2013 Slovick, et. al response to Jackson June 27, 2013 e-mail

From: Slovick, Mark <Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov>

Date: Tue, Jul 2, 2013 at 11:58 AM

Subject: RE: Likely Safety Issue with Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Road Design + 2 other issues
To: Mark Jackson <jacksonmark92026@gmail.com>

Cc: "Real, Sami" <Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov>, "Blackson, Kristin"
<Kristin.Blackson@sdcounty.ca.gov>, "Ramaiya, Jarrett" <Jarrett.Ramaiya@sdcounty.ca.gov>,
"Gretler, Darren M" <Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov>, "Sinsay, Edwin M"
<Edwin.Sinsay@sdcounty.ca.gov>

Hi Mark,

Thank you for your email. Below are our responses to your concerns.

Issue 1: The project does not include a detailed design for the intersection of Lilac Hills Ranch Road and
Covey Lane because this intersection is within Phase 3. The project includes a detailed Implementing
Tentative Map only for Phase 1. Phases two through five would require future discretionary permits,
including Tentative Maps and Grading Plans, before those phases could be constructed. The detailed
design of this intersection would be included in Phase 3. The Private Road Standards require that the
engineer use appropriate engineering judgment to determine the appropriate corner sight distance for the
intersection of two private roads. As a minimum, corner sight distance shall be provided in accordance
with the stopping sight distance as determined by the American Assaciation of State highway Officials
(AASHTO) in the publication “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets”. Lastly, Lilac Hills
Ranch Road is proposed as a 2-lane road, not a 4-lane road.

Issue 2: In regards to overburdening, the County has received conflicting information about access
rights. We have received letters and analyses from an attorney representing off-site property owners and
from the project applicant. The attorney who represents off-site property owners claims that the project
does not have adequate rights to use certain roads, and the project applicant claims that the project has
adequate rights to these roads. This is a dispute among private parties.

Issue 3: The County is not aware of any requirement that an existing legal lot adjacent to or near a
proposed project that is owned by the project applicant be included in the project. An applicant is allowed
to define the boundaries of a proposed project. However, for CEQA purposes, we reviewed all of the
project's potential impacts, including off-site impacts on the parcel you identified.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is going to be released for public review tomorrow and
comments will be accepted until August 19, 2013. We recommend that you submit all of your comments
during the public review period of the EIR, so that we can thoroughly evaluate them and provide written
responses.

Thanks, Mark
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APPLICATION FOR GRADING PERMIT

L
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITED MS-0336
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1666
PHONE: (858) 694-2055 FAX: (858) 279-7020

paTE __3[\q e

Permitted Name ALl tbaTor PEARE , L.P. Phone w 5496 -p0700
Last Name i First

Mailing Address __ 12275 €L CHevwo ZEAL  SUITE WO cx (A G2130
Sueet City State Zip

hereby makes application for permit to grade, subject to provisions of Title 8, Division 7, of the San Diego County Regulatory
Code of Ordinances. Permit revocable at option of Director, Department of Public Works when necessary.

Owner GAME A ABove Phone (__ )
Last Name First

Mailing Address
Street City Stazg Zip

Engincer ___ LA®Dmde e ConguiTing,  C/p MARIC @REMCICE Phone £58) 5977 970
Last Name ! Firse

Mailing Address G555 G EYRSER AVE. 4200 X Ca arle|
Sireet City Slate Zip

Email Address Aare (@ UMCO.MET

Soils Engineer CHAngY 3 JEFFeEY Phone (0(3) TC8 16ig
Last Name First

Supervising Engineer SAME 65 AR.wE Phone (___)
Last Name First

Mailing Address 25220 HawtoCe AVE ) Y20 MROETYE CA G250
Street City State Zip

Legal Description __PO® OF ¢o, Waie OF ceela S ige B2 W 3> ©£.82.M, , co. of 5,D. STRIE OF Cor

{Partion of : Lot. No. : Mag No. : ETC) ’
p

Thomas Bros.: Page 104 Coordinates (o & Grading Violation on the site: Yes No _&¢
APN # 128-290- 75 Grading Transfer from DPLU: Yes No oL

o
Proposed Use of Graded Site: #€CESS ROVGRoOVES

Other permits associated with this permit: “TPw

Special Condition(s) which are made part of this permit: /e

I hereby agree to provide the indemnification as required by Chapter 2 of Division 6 of Title 8 of the San Diego County Code. I
hereby acknowledge that 1 have read the application and state the information I have provided is correct and agree to comply
with all County Ordinances and State Regulations regarding excavating and grading and the provisions and conditions of any
permit issued pursuant to this application. “I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the statements made herein are true and correct.”

Signature of Owner/{{gent) f/\/\ A~ \ Date 3 /19 / 2
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Mark and Karen Jackson

9550 Covey Lane

Escondido, CA 92026 (Valley Center)
760-731-7327 — jacksonmark92026@gmail.com

November 22, 2012

Mr. Kenneth Brazell
kenneth.brazell@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project Manager

Department of Planning and Development Services

Mr. Mark Mead
mark.mead@sdcounty.ca.gov
Senior Deputy County Counsel

Subject: Major Grading Permit L 15660 applicant Alligator Pears LP (an entity of
Accretive Investments) APN 128-290-75

Dear Mr. Brazell and Mr. Mead:

Accretive Investments (Alligator Pears LP) on March 19, 2012 applied for a Major
Grading Permit (2700 15660 on APN 128-290-75) to construct a road for “access
to groves” over the western 40 feet of our property (APN 128-290-77) for which
they hold a limited legal road easement. This easement is expressly for ingress
and egress ONLY for Parcel APN 128-290-75, which under present General Plan
land use designations can host at most 2 residences.

As Mr. Mead will recall, DPW was unwilling to share any information on the
application with us, therefore we were forced to initiate a California Public
Records Act request to obtain any information on this proposed road across our
property. The June 4, 2012 CPRA request is enclosed as Attachment A.

On April 30, 2012 Accretive Investments applied for a General Plan Amendment
for a high density 1746 residential unit urban development on 608 acres, 11
acres of which are in APN 128-290-75. Accretive has indicated in their Specific
Plan 12-001 (Attachment B) the existence of a mysterious, not well defined road
on the route of the road described in Major Grading Permit L 15660.

Accretive Investments is implementing their proposed General Plan Amendment
12-001 ahead of approval by the County.



If the County approves Major Grading Permit 2700 15660, the County is enabling
Accretive to perform piecemeal development of their proposed Lilac Hills Ranch
high density General Plan Amendment 12-001.

This proposed Road'’s sole circulation route is through Covey Lane to the public
West Lilac Road. Mr. Mead will recall that the County was invoived in 5 years of
litigation in West v. County of San Diego, et al. 37-2008-00058195-CU-PO-NC
regarding the County’s liability in the August 9, 2007 traffic fatality at the
intersection of Covey Lane and West Lilac Road.

We urge that the County does not allow this road to be permitted — Covey Lane
is a demonstrated hazard, and the intended use of Road L15660 as a secondary
access road for the Lilac Hills Ranch proposed General Plan Amendment 12-001
will expand this hazard exponentially.

Sincerely,

[Z

Mark Jackson

CC:

Mark Wardlaw
Mark Slovick
Richard Crompton

Attachments:
Attachment A- Jackson June 4, 2012 California Public Records Act Request

Attachment B — Accretive Investments Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan dated
9/25/12 Figure 24- “Internal Project Circulation” with annotations.



Mark and Karen Jackson

9550 Covey Lane

Escondido, CA 82026 (Valley Center)
760-731-7327 — jacksonmark92026@qmail.com

June 4, 2012

County Counsel Thomas Montgomery
thomas.monigomery@sdcounty €3 gov
County of San Diego

1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: California Public Records Act Request: for application text, maps
and all refated materials submitted by Accretive Invesiments DBA Alligator Pears
LP/Simon Malk and Randy Goodson, or olher individuals or firms, referencing
Major Grading Permit 2700 15660 dated March 20, 2012 for grading andfor other
permits for their proposed “ road 15660" an APN 128-250-75-00 bordering APN
128-290-77-00

Dear Mr. Monigomery:

Accretive Investments filed their General Plan Amendment for "Lilac Hills Ranch
SPA" on April 30, 2012; (GPA Permit 3800-12-001}). As you have long
experienced, CEQA does not permit projects 1o be processed piece-meal. You
will also recali that the Board removed Accrelive’s proposed "Road 3A” in the
West Lilac Area of Valley Center, 58% which would have cut through land
Accretive neither owned nor controlled, and which would have destroyed our
home, and ather neighbors’ farms' and home, by cutfing a deep canyon

across all our land.

Accretive's praperty (608 acres) is close to landlocked, and the Fire Code

will necessitate that the County require Accretive to have sufficient secondary
access 50 that 5,000 vehicles {frem the 1,746 dwelling units and the commerciat
center that Accrelive proposes) can escape during emergencies — and as simply
a way to commute to work each moming and night. Accrefive is struggling to
meet this challenge. They have bought some land, but nat enough.

Fourty two days before Accretive filed GPA Permit 3800-12-001, they separately
filed for a grading pemit with DPW Major Grading Permit 2700 15660,

referring to it as "road 15660 " on a parcel within the subdivision boundaries
of the proposed GPA/SPA WITHOUT advising DPLU that they were doing this,

Attachment A- Jackson June 4, 2012 California Public Records Act Request
Page 1 of 2



or, canversely, telling DPW that they anticipated filing their GPA application
shortly. From my viewpoint, it focks like they didn't want DPW to know a GPA
Application was in the works, nor did they want DPLU to know they had
requested a separate road-grading permit on another parcel.

| discovered this on the County's online KIVA permit system. Information was
scant. The parcel that the Major Grading Pemmit was applied for borders our
house.

| requested all documentation from the DPW Project Manager Nagl Arigat on
April 11, 2012. After three phone calls, and gelting the run-around from DPW, |
wrote a letter to DPLU and DPW on May 16, 2012 requesting the information
with a due dafe of June 1, 2012. | received no information on June 1st, and
iniiated a follow up phone call. | received no information or even an estimate of
when | would receive the requested information.

Therefore, this is my California Public Record Act request for all applicant-
provided documentation: text, maps, pholos, studies, ete., without limitation,
submitted originally or subsequent related to their Major Grading Permit
2700 15660.

You may supply them electronically o my e-mail address:

jacksonmark92026@gmail.con.

| request that they be provided within ten {10} calendar days, in compliance with
the Act.

Very truly youns,
{signed). {signed).
Mark Jackson Karen Jackson

Attachment A- Jackson June 4, 2012 California Public Records Act Request
Page 2 of 2
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